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NOTICES OF THIS BOOK. 


“In writing this book Mr. Mackenzie has produced an earnest 
and striking contribution to the ethical literature of the time.”— 
Mind. 

Tn its choice of subject-matter, its clearness of statement, and 
orderliness of arrangement, it seems to us excellently suited for 
its purpose.” — Educational Times. 

“Mr. Mackenzie may be congratulated on having presented a 
thoroughly good and helpful guide to this attractive, yet elusive 
and difficult, subject.” —Schoolmaster. 

“Tt isa most admirable student’s manual.”— Teachers’ Monthly. 

“Mr. Mackenzie’s book is as nearly perfect as it could be. It 
covers the whole field, and for perspicuity and thoroughness 
leaves nothing to be desired. The pupil who masters it will find 
himself equipped with asound grasp of the subject such as no one 
book with which we are acquainted has hitherto been equal to 
supplying. Not the least recommendation is the really interesting 
style of the work.”—Literary World. 

“ No one can doubt either the author’s talent or his information. 
The ground of ethical science is covered by his treatment com- 
pletely, sensibly, and in many respects brilliantly.”—Manchester 
Guardian. 

“For a practical aid to the student it is very admirably adapted. 
It is able, clear, and acute. The arrangement of the book is excel- 
lent.”—Newcastle Daily Chronicle. 

“ An exceedingly thoughtful and competent work, and a work 
that has the great merit of clearness on a marvellously difficult 
subject.”—School Board Chronicle. 

“The science of ethics is seldom presented in so compact a form 
as here. The natural divisions of the subject are admirably 
arranged under their appropriate heads ; and each is discussed 
with a lucidity that leaves nothing to be desired. The language 
is crisp and forcible, and the thought is presented with a trans- 
parent clearness that leaves nothing in doubt. The tone of the 
book is admirable ; and its perusal will unconsciously train the 
mind in the habit of weighing, reasoning, and judicially deter- 
mining the force and validity of argument, while stimulating 
introspection.” —Educational News. 
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By J. Wetron, M.A. Lond., Late Scholar of Gonville 
and Caius College, Cambridge ; Lecturer on Education in 
the Victoria University. 2 vols. Vol. I., 10s. 6d. 
[Vol. IT. in preparation. 


This book embraces the entire B.A. and B.Sc. Syllabus, and renders 
unnecessary the purchase of the numerous books hitherto used. The 
relative importance of the sections is denoted by variety of type, and a 
minimum course of reading is thus indicated. Vol. J. contains the whole 
of Deductive Logic, except Fallacies, which will be treated with Inductive 
Fallacies in Vol. I. 

“Myr, Welton indeed is admirably equipped for the task he has under- 
taken ; for to logical acumen of his own he adds a clear style of exposition 
and a wide range of reading. A very good book. . . not likely to be 
superseded for a long time to come. No mechanical aid has been spared 
which could make the book useful as a book of reference.” —Euucational 
heview. 


“An examination paper would need to go rather far afield to find a 
question in ‘ Deductive’ Logic, as currently taught, which could not be 
answered by help of this book. In another way, Mr. Welton’s book dis- 
tinctly meets a need—the need for a clear and compendious summary of 
the views of various thinkers on important or doubtful points.”’—Journal 
of Education. 

“There are also excellent marginal analyses carried all through. The 
author intends the book mainly for the use of University students, but 
it will have a far larger class of readers,”—Freeman’s Journal. 

“Mr. Welton has succeeded in putting his intricate subject before his 
readers in a clear and palatable form. The arrangement of the book is 
good.” —Leeds Mercury. 

“The arrangement of divisions and subdivisions is excellent, and 
cannot but greatly facilitate the study of the subject by the diligent 
student. The author exhibits great mastery of the science of logic, as 
well as very large reading and research.” —Tke Schoolmaster. 
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PREFACE TO THE-FIRST EDITION. 


Tus handbook is intended primarily for the use of 
private students, and especially for those who are preparing 
for such examinations in Ethics as those conducted by the 
University of London. It is hoped, however, that it will 
be found useful also by other classes of readers. Its design 
is to give, in brief compass, an outline of the most im- 
portant principles of ethical doctrine, so far as these can be 
understood without a knowledge of Metaphysics! ; and to 
show how these doctrines may be applied to the practical 
guidance of life. In carrying out this design, I have 
made no pretence of setting forth theories which are gener- 
ally accepted. There is no generally accepted theory of 
Ethics ; and I have thought that it would be more profit- 
able for students that I should frankly expound the outlines 
of the theory which commends itself to my own mind 
rather than present a jumble of conflicting opinions. At 
the same time, I have tried to indicate the general position 
of the chief contending schools of Ethics, and to show 
that the divergence between them is not so great as is 
sometimes supposed. For a fuller account of these schools 
readers must be referred to works dealing with the history 
of the subject. I could wish that every one who takes up 
the study of this book should use Professor Sidgwick’s 
History of £thics along with it. 

The point of view adopted in this Manual is that of the 
school of Idealism—z.e. the school founded by Kant and 
developed by Hegel, Green, and others. In this respect 
the present Text-book is similar to two other recent treatises 
—Dewey’s Outlines of a Critical Theory of Ethics, and 

1 J must confess that this condition has been a source of much 
trouble to me, and I can hardly hope that it has been fully satisfied. 
Ethics cannot be fully understood without Metaphysics; and in the 
attempt to make it intelligible without such a basis, I am conscious 
that I have frequently been led to make use of inadequate methods of 
statement. But the more metaphysical student will be able to modify 
these for himself. The great practical importance of the science of 


Ethics is perhaps a sufficient excuse for an effort to make it partly 
intelligible even to those who are unacquainted with Metaphysics. 
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Muirhead’s Zlements of Ethics. If these books had been 
published before this one was arranged for, it is probable 
that it would never have been undertaken. As it is, I can 
only plead that the subject is handled in this work in a way 
slightly different from that in which it is taken up by either 
of the other two, and that it may consequently in some 
respects satisfy a want which neither of them fully meets. 
I hope, however, that readers of my book will, as far as 
possible, consult the other two also. Where there is a 
general harmony of point of view, a comparison of the 
methods of treatment adopted by different writers on 
points of detail is often of the greatest value to the 
student. I think it would be especially useful for readers 
of this book, who have time to spare, to compare it in this 
way with Muirhead’s Zlements of Ethics. he latter work 
is designed for a slightly different purpose; and at many 
points it will be found to supply a very useful supplement 
to the present treatise by presenting the same general ideas 
in a somewhat different light. For the convenience of 
students who may use it in this way, I have inserted 
frequent references to Mr. Muirhead’s book, and have 
indicated the main points of divergence. 

My obligations to the masters of the science are suffi- 
ciently obvious, and need not be specially acknowledged. 
In particular, how much I owe to Professor Edward Caird 
will probably be evident to every one who is familiar with 
his writings and teaching. I must, however, make some 
more particular acknowledgment of the great assistance I 
have received from others while the book was passing 
through the press. My friend, Mr. James Welton, of the 
Yorkshire College, Leeds, has read all the proofs with great 
care, and has suggested numerous improvements, some of 
them of considerable extent and importance. On the 
greater part of the proofs, and especially in the concluding 
chapters, I have also had the benefit of some very valuable 
criticisms from Miss M. S. Gilliland, of the London Ethical 
Society. The Index at the end is almost entirely due to 
Professor Holman, of University College, Oa 

Manchester, 

November 1892. 


PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


IN issuing a second edition of this Manual after an 
interval of about a year from its first appearance, I have 
not found it possible to make any radical changes in the 
treatment, though I am fully conscious of many points at 
which improvements might be desirable. I have contented 
myself with a few minor changes, and with the addition of 
four notes at the end, chiefly with the view of obviating 
possible misunderstandings. In making these changes I 
have been much helped by suggestions contained in some 
criticisms of the first edition that have appeared in various 
publications. I may refer, in particular, to the criticisms 
in the Znuternational Journal of Ethics by Mr. G. F. Stout 
and Mr. D. G. Ritchie, to the criticism in Jind by Mr. 
J. H. Muirhead, and to an anonymous review in the 
Manchester Guardian. JI have also received valuable 
assistance from Mr. W. T. Kenwood, who has corrected a 
number of inaccuracies and inelegancies of expression, and 
suggested various other improvements; and I have again 
to thank Miss Gilliland and Mr. Welton for many useful 
hints. 

I may take this opportunity of stating that, in my opinion, 
the student who is reading this book for the first time would 
do well to omit the Notes both at the end of the book and 
at the ends of the various chapters. ‘The Note at the end of 
Chapter IV. will probably be found especially difficult by the 
beginner. It should also be mentioned that the whole of 


bd PREFACE. 


Part IT. is less important than Part I., being in the main 
merely a series of illustrations of the way in which ethical 
theory may be applied. Some readers may find it desirable 
to omit Chaps. XIII., XVI., and XVII., at least on a first 
reading. 

In referring to other books, I have endeavoured, as far 
as possible, to use the latest editions. I ought to mention, 
however, that in the case of Mr. Muirhead’s Llements of 
Ethics, the references are to the first edition. I understand 
that a second edition of that useful work, considerably 
altered and enlarged, is now passing through the press. A 
new edition of Professor Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics has 
also been announced. 

The Index at the end, it should be observed, does not 
contain references to anythidg in either of the two 
Appendices. 


Trinity College, Cambridge, 
January, 1894. 
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CHAPTER I. 
THE SCOPE OF ETHICS. 
*¢Gedenke zu leben.” }—GOETHE. 


§ 1. Derinition. Zhe Science of the Ultimate End of 
Life.—Ethics is the science of Conduct. It considers the 
actions of human beings with reference to their rightness or 
wrongness, their tendency to good or to evil. The name 
“Ethics” is derived from the Greek rd }0ud. This again 
comes from 790c, meaning character ; and this is connected 
with £@0c, custom or habit. Similarly, the term “ Moral 
Philosophy,” which means the same thing as Ethics, is 
derived from the Latin moves, meaning habits or customs. 
Ethics, then, we may say, discusses men’s habits and 
customs, or in other words their characters, the principles 
on which they habitually act, and considers what it is that 
constitutes the rightness or wrongness of these principles, 
the good or evil of these habits. These terms, however, 
“ Right” and “ Good,” seem to require a little explanation. 

(2) Right. The term “ Right” is derived from the Latin 
rectus, meaning “straight” or “according to rule.” The 

1 (“Think of living.’’) 
M. E. CG 
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Greek word corresponding to it is dékawe, which also meant 
originally “according to rule.” When we say, then, that 
conduct is right, we mean primarily that it is according to 
rule. Rules, however, have reference to some result to be 
achieved by them; and it is this fact that is indicated by 
the second term, ‘‘ Good.” 

(2) Good. The term “Good” is connected with the 
German gu/, and contains the same root as the Greek 
dyaOéc. A thing is said to be good when it is valuable for 
some end. Thus, particular kinds of medicine are said to 
be good for this or that complaint. Similarly, when we 
speak of conduct as good, we mean that it is serviceable for 
the end we have in view.! 

Thus, when we say that the science of Ethics is concerned 
with the rightness or goodness of human conduct, we mean 
that it is concerned with the consideration of the service- 
ableness of our conduct for some end at which we aim, and 
with the rules by which our conduct is to be directed in 
order that this end may be attained. But if we are to 
consider the serviceableness of our actions to an end, and 
the rules by which this end is to be attained, it is evident 
that we must have some understanding of the nature of the 
end itself. Now there are many ends to which our actions 
may be directed, e. g. the building of a house, the writing of 
a book, the passing of an examination, and so on. But 
since Ethics is the science of Conduct as a whole, and not 
of any particular kinds of Conduct, it is not any of these 
special ends that it sets itself to consider, but the supreme 

1 Cf. Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, p. 63. Also, Spencer’s Data of 
Ethics, chap. iii. It should be carefully observed, however, that’ the 
term ‘‘good” is also used (perhaps even more frequently) to signify not 
something which is a means to an end, but something which is itself 


taken as anend. Thus the swmmum bonum, or supreme good, means 
* the supreme end at which we aim. 
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or ultimate end to which our whole lives are directed. This 
end is commonly referred to as the Summum Bonum or 
Supreme Good.! If, then, Ethics is to be a strictly exact 
science, we must presuppose that there is such a supreme 
end. If there is no definite end at which we are to aim, it 
is impossible to consider the serviceableness of actions with 
reference to it, or the rules by which we are to be guided in 
pursuit of it. 

Now this presupposition of a supreme end might seem at 
first to be unjustifiable. Men aim at various objects. Some 
desire wealth ; others, independence; others, power. Some 
are eager for fame ; others, for knowledge; others, for love ; 
and some again find their highest good in loving and 
serving others.2, Some are fond of excitement; others, of 
peace. Some fill their lives with many-sided interests— 
art and science, and the development of social and political 
institutions ; others are tempted to regard all these as vanity, 
and sometimes even, turning from them all in disgust, to 
believe that the best thing of all would be to die and be at 
rest;? while others again fix their highest hopes on a life 
beyond death, to be perfected in a better world than this. 
But a little consideration serves to show that many of these 
ends cannot be regarded as ultimate. If, for instance, we 
were to question those who are seeking for wealth or 


1 See preceding note. 

2 «‘ This is shown by the delight that mothers take in loving ; for some 
give their children to others to rear, and love them since they know 
them, but do not Jook for love in return, if it be impossible to have 
both, being content to see their children doing well, and loving them, 
though they receive from them, in their ignorance, nothing of what is 
due to a mother.” —Aristotle’s Zthics, VIII. viii. 3. 

3 See, for instance, Shakspere’s Sonnet LXVI.—“‘ Tired with all 
these, for restful death I cry,” &c., and cf Byron and the modern 
Pessimists Zass¢m. 
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independence or power, we should generally find that they 
would explain their desire for these objects by enumerating 
the advantages which the attainment of the desired objects 
would bring. The possibility of such an explanation proves 
that these objects are not regarded as w/tzmate ends by those 
who pursue them, but are desired for the sake of something 
else. The more we reflect on the matter, the more reason 
shall we find for believing that all ends, except one, are of 
this subordinate character, being all in reality merely means 
for the attainment of that one supreme end. If this were 
not the case, the science of Ethics would be very complicated 
and indefinite—if, indeed, it could be reduced to a science 
at all. It may be, indeed, that the ultimate end of human 
life may turn out to be a complicated end, including a 
variety of elements. But if we are to have definite rules of 
conduct founded on it, it must at least be an end that is 
capable of being regarded as a single whole. 

The full justification of this presupposition, however, can 
be found only in the course of the science itself. In the 
meantime, we must content ourselves with the assumption 
that the science is possible, and with the definition of it as 
the science of the ultimate end or ideal of human life. 

§ 2. THe Nature oF Eruics. J¢ 7s a Normative Science. 
—The fact that Ethics is concerned with an end or ideal 
serves at once to distinguish it from most other sciences, 
Most sciences are concerned with certain uniformities of 
our experience—with the ways in which certain classes of 
objects (such as rocks or plants) are found to exist, or with 
the ways in which certain classes of events (such as the 


1 On the general nature of the science of Ethics, the reader may con- 
sult Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, Chap. I. ; Muirhead’s Llements of 
Ethics, Book J.; Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, Introduction; and 
Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics, Book I., Chap. I. 
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phenomena of sound or electricity) are found to occur. 
Such sciences have no direct reference to any end that is 
to be achieved. The knowledge which they communicate 
may, indeed, be useful for certain purposes. A knowledge 
about rocks is useful for those who wish to build houses or 
to sink mines. A knowledge about electricity is useful for 
those who wish to protect their buildings or to form tele- 
graphic communications. But the truth of the sciences 
that deal with such subjects as these is in no way affected 
by the ends which they may thus be made to subserve. 
Knowledge about the nebulz is as much a part of the 
science of ‘astronomy as knowledge about the solar system, 
though the latter can be directly turned to account in the 
art of navigation, while the former has no direct practical 
utility. The science of Ethics, then, is distinguished from 
the natural sciences, inasmuch as it has a direct reference 
to an end that we desire to attain. 

It is not by any means the only science, however, which 
has such a reference. On the contrary, there is a whole 
class of sciences of this character. These may be called 
the zormative sciences—7z.e. the sciences that lay down 
rules or laws. Of this kind are the science of medicine, 
which deals with the rules to be observed for the attainment 
of health, or for the avoidance and removal of disease; the 
science of architecture, which deals with the rules to be 
observed in the construction of buildings, with a view to 
their stability, convenience, and beauty; the science of 
navigation, which deals with the rules to be observed in the 
management of ships; the science of rhetoric, which deals 
with the rules of persuasiveness and beauty of style; the 
science of logic, which deals with the rules of correct 
thinking. Most of these sciences are of a mixed character, 
being partly concerned with the analysis of facts, and partly 
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with the statement of rules to be observed for the attainment 
of certain ends. Thus the science of medicine deals with 
the facts of disease as well as with the rules of health, and 
the science of architecture discusses the ways in which 
buildings have been constructed at various periods of man’s 
history, as well as the ways in which it is most desirable that 
buildings should be constructed. Sometimes, indeed, these 
two sides of a science are so evenly balanced, that it is 
difficult to say whether it ought properly to be regarded as 
a natural or a normative science. This is notably the case 
with regard to political economy. But in all such cases it 
is possible to separate the two sides of the science, and to 
consider them as forming in reality two distinct, though 
closely connected, sciences. 

In the case of Ethics, the normative side is by far the more 
important ; but the other side is not entirely absent. There 
are ethical facts as well as ethical laws. Thus the ideas of 
the Thugs, who are said to regard murder as a supreme 
duty, constitute an important fact in the moral life of a 
certain section of mankind ; but no scientific code of ethics 
is ever likely to prescribe such a duty, any more than a 
system of medicine is likely to prescribe extensive indulgence 
in alcohol or tight lacing. This is no doubt a somewhat 
extreme case; but there are in every community certain 
peculiarities of the moral sense which are in reality quite 
analogous. ‘Thus, much of the conduct which is regarded 
as fine and noble in a modern Englishman, would probably 
have seemed almost unintelligible to a cultivated Athenian 
or to a devout Jew in the ancient world; and much of the 
conduct that one of the latter would have praised, would 
seem to the modern Englishman to lack delicacy or humanity. 
Now, some of the differences which occur in the ethical 
codes of different peoples are not without meaning even 


§ 3.] THE SCOPE OF ETHICS. 7 


for the framer of a scientific code of duty. The rational 
moralist would not prescribe quite the same conduct under 
all conditions of life, any more than the rational physician 
would prescribe the same regimen to an inhabitant of 
Canada as to an inhabitant of India. Different circum- 
stances bring different obligations; and in the general 
progress of history, there is a progress in the nature of the 
duties that are imposed on men. As Lowell says— 


‘* New occasions teach new duties : 
Time makes ancient good uncouth.” 


Even the. strictest of moralists, therefore, might admit 
differences in ethical codes at different times and places. 
But the differences which we actually find are not all of 
this nature. No system of medicine would commend opium 
and crushed feet; and no system of ethics would regard 
with equal approval the Code of Honour, the Ten Com- 
mandments, and the Sermon on the Mount. But all these 
are ethical facts, and have an equal right to be chronicled as 
such, though they have not an equal right to be approved. 
There is a marked difference, therefore, between the science 
which deals with the facts of the moral life and that which 
deals with the rues of the moral life. The former science 
is a part of that wider science which deals with the general 
structure of societies—the science which is usually known as 
Sociology.. The latter science, on the other hand, is that to 
which the name of Ethics is more strictly appropriated ; and 
it is with it alone that we shall be concerned in the present 
work. The former is a natural science; the latter is a 
normative science. But, of course, in dealing with the 
jatter, we can scarcely avoid touching on the former. 

§ 8. Science anD ART. A Mormative Science 1s midway 
between them.—In the case of every normative science, the 
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question is apt to present itself, whether we are really con- 
cerned with a science at all or rather with an art. And the 
answer seems to be, that if we insist on drawing an absolute 
distinction between a science and an art, a normative 
science must be regarded as lying midway between them. 
A science, it is said, teaches us zo know, and an art to do;} 
but a normative science teaches us fo know how to do. 
Since, however, such a science is primarily concerned with 
the communication of knowledge, it is more properly to be 
described as a science than as an art; but it is a kind of 
science that has a very direct relation to a corresponding 
art. There is scarcely any art that is not indirectly related 
to a great number of different sciences. The art of paint- 
ing, for instance, may derive useful lessons from the sciences 
of optics, anatomy, botany, geology, and a great variety of 
others. The art of navigation, in like manner, is much 
aided by the sciences of astronomy, magnetism, acoustics, 
hydrostatics, and many more. But such relationships are 
comparatively indirect. The dependence of an art upon its 
corresponding normative science is of a very much closer 
character. The art of rhetoric is a direct application of 
the science of rhetoric; and the art of fencing, of the 
science of fencing. Indeed, if a normative science could 
be completely worked out into all its details, the art corre- 
sponding to it would contain nothing which is not included 
in the science. Perhaps this is the case with such an art 
as that of fencing. Still, even here the science and the 
art are clearly distinguishable. A man may be quite 
familiar with the science, and yet not be skilled in the art ; 
and vice versa. But in most cases the distinction is even 
more marked than this: for the art usually includes a great 


1 Cf. Jevons’s Elementary Logic, p.7; Welton’s Manual of Logic, 
vol. i. p. 18; Mill’s Zogzc, Introduction, 
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deal that we are not able to reduce to science at all. 
Indeed, some arts are so entirely dependent on the posses- 
sion of a peculiar knack or dexterity, or of a peculiar kind 
of genius, that they can scarcely be said to have any 
science corresponding to them at all. Thus, for example, 
there is no science of cookery, there is no science of sleight- 
of-hand, there is no science of making jokes, and there is no 
science of poetry. 

Now morality is undoubtedly, in a sense, a fine art,! requir- 
ing as rare gifts for its perfection as any of the others. The 
genius of a great moral reformer, a Confucius or a Christ, 
is not less wonderful than that of a Shakspere or a Beet- 
hoven ; and no science can be expected fully to explain 
the former, any more than the latter. To hit the right act 
in complicated cases requires as finely cultivated a tact as 
it does to hit the right word or sound. It may pretty safely 
be asserted that no man who was eminent for moral power 
ever understood completely the significance of his own 
acts.2 Still less was any good man ever able to explain all 
the steps of the process by which he was led to act as he 
does. The art of good conduct, and the art of the pro- 
duction of good conduct, both defy science. The moral 
genius acts nobly ; and the prophetic genius moves men to 
noble activity: and probably no one can tell how it is that 
the actions of the one fall out so beautifully, or that the 
words of the other rouse us to virtue like the sound ofa 
trumpet. Christ lived: Paul and Ruskin preached. In 
these facts the art of Ethics is involved, and no science 
can cope with them. Nevertheless, a science of Ethics is 


1 Cf the interesting book by N. P. Gilman entitled Conduct as a 


Fine Art. See also Appendix B, Note I. 
2 Cf, the saying of Cromwell, ‘‘ A man never goes so far as when he 


does not know where he is going.” 
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possible. It is possible to lay down broad general laws, 
which must underlie the teaching of every true prophet and 
the conduct of every true moral genius. 

§ 4. Tue Meaninc or Law. Different senses of the term. 
We have said that the science of Ethics lays down laws 
or rules. Now there is a certain ambiguity in the word 
“law.”1 It has been customary to distinguish two distinct 
senses in which it may be used. We speak of the laws of a 
country and also of the laws of nature ; but it is evident that 
the kinds of laws referred to in these two phrases are very 
different. The laws of a country are made by a people or 
by its rulers; and, even in the case of the Medes and 
Persians, there is always a possibility that they may be 
changed. There is also always a possibility that the in- 
habitants of the country may disobey them; and, as a 
general rule, they have no application at all to the inhabitants 
of other countries. The laws of nature,? on the other hand, 
are constant, inviolable, and all-pervading. ‘There are three 
respects, therefore, in which different kinds of laws may be 
distinguished. Some laws are constant : others are variable. 
Some are inviolable: others are liable to be disobeyed. 
Some are universal: others have only a limited application. 
The last of these three points, however, is scarcely dis- 
tinguishable from the first : for what is universal is generally 
also constant and necessary, and wie versd. Consequently, 
it may be sufficient at first to distinguish different kinds of 
laws as (1) changeable or unchangeable, (2) violable or 
inviolable—though we shall have to return shortly to the 
third principle of distinction. Adopting these two principles, 


1 Cf Whately’s Logic, p. 209; and Welton’s Logic, vol. i., p. 14. 

2 J mean such laws as those that are stated in treatises on theoretical 
mechanics. These laws relate to tendencies that are operative through- 
out the whole of nature. See following note, 
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we might evidently have four different classes of laws— 
(1) Those that can be both changed and violated, (2) those 
that can be changed but cannot be violated, (3) those that 
can be violated but cannot be changed, (4) those that can 
neither be changed nor violated. 

Of the first and last of these, illustrations have already 
been given. Of the second also it is not difficult to discover 
examples. The laws of the solar system, of day and night, 
seedtime and harvest, and all the vicissitudes of the seasons, 
are inviolable so long as certain conditions last; but if 
these conditions were changed—say, by the cooling of the 
sun, by the retardation of the earth’s velocity, or its collision 
with some comet or erratic meteor—the laws also would 
change with them.! Again, most of the laws of political 
economy are of this character. They hold good of certain 
types of society, and among men who are swayed by certain 
motives ; and within these limits they are inviolable. But 
change the conditions of society, or the characters of the 
men who compose it, and in many cases the laws will break 
down. Such laws are sometimes said to be hypothetical. 
They are valid only on the supposztion that certain conditions 
are present and remain unchanged. Some philosophers ? 
have thought that even the laws of mathematics may be of 
this character—that there might be a world in which two 
and two would be equal to five; and that if a triangle were 
formed with the diameter of the earth for its base and one 
of the fixed stars for its apex, its three angles might not be 


1 It might be urged that a// laws of nature are of this character, 2. e. 
that they are all hypothetical, depending on the continuance of the 
present constitution of the universe. This is true, unless there are some 
laws of such a kind that no system of nature could exist without them. 
The consideration of this question, however, belongs to Metaphysics, 

IDs ea. Mosh Wy bullG 
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equal to two right angles.1 But this appears to be a mistake. 
The laws of mathematics belong rather to the last of our 
four classes. 

The laws of Ethics, however, must on the whole be 
regarded as belonging to the third class. They cannot be 
changed, but they may be violated. It is true, as has been 
already stated, that the particular rules of morals may vary 
with different conditions of life; but the broad principles 
remain always the same, and are applicable not only to all 
kinds of men, but to all rational beings. If a spirit were to 
come among us from another world, we might have no 
knowledge of his nature and constitution. We might not 
know what would taste bitter or sweet to him, what he 
would judge to be hard or soft, or how he would be affected 
by heat or sound or colour. But we should know at least 
that for him, as for us, the whole is greater than any one of 
its parts, and every event has a cause; and that he, like us, 
must not tell lies, and must not wantonly destroy life.2 These 
laws are unchangeable. They can, however, be broken. We 
may, indeed, speak of ethical principles which it is impos- 
sible to violate. An ethical writer, for instance, may insist 
on the truth that every sin brings with it some form of 
punishment. This is a truth from which there is no escape ; 
but it is rather a metaphysical than an ethical truth. It is 
a fact about the constitution of the world, not a moral law. 
A moral law states something that ought to happen, not 
something that must happen. 

Moral laws are not the only laws that are of this character. 


1 This was the opinion of Gauss, for instance. 

2 Some theological writers have denied this, holding that goodness in 
God may be something entirely different from goodness in man. This 
opinion is ably refuted by Mill in his Examination of Hamilton, 
chap. vii. 
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On the contrary, the laws of every strictly normative science 
are essentially similar. No one can make the fundamental 
principles of architecture, navigation, or rhetoric, in any 
way different from what they are; though in practice any 
one who is willing to take the consequences may defy 
them. No doubt the rules of these sciences might require 
modification if they were to be applied to the inhabitants 
of another planet than ours; and even on our own planet 
they are not absolutely rigid. A style of building which is 
suitable for Iceland would scarcely be adapted for the 
Tropics. The navigation of the Mississippi is different from 
that of the Atlantic. And the oratory which would awake 
the enthusiasm of an Oriental people might move an Anglo- 
Saxon audience only to derision. Still, it is possible in all 
these sciences to lay down broad general laws which shall 
be applicable universally, or at least applicable to all con- 
ditions under which it is conceivable that we should wish 
to apply them—laws, indeed, from which even the particular 
modifications required in special cases might be deduced. 
For example, we might take it as a principle of rhetoric that 
if an audience is to be moved to the performance of some 
action or the acceptance of some truth to which they may 
be expected to be disinclined, they ought to be led up to 
the point by an easy transition, from step to step, beginning 
with some things that are obvious and familiar, and in which 
their affections are naturally engaged. From this it might 
be at once inferred that the character of such an appeal 
ought to vary with different audiences, according to the 
nature of the objects to which their experience has accus- 
tomed them, to the intensity of the feelings which have 
connected themselves with these objects, and to the average 
rapidity of their intellects in passing from one point to 
another. The law is constant: it is only the application 
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that varies. The science of logic gives us a still more 
obvious instance of such laws. ‘The rules of correct think- 
ing cannot be changed, though the particular errors to 
which men are most liable may vary with different objects 
of study, different languages, and different habits of mind. 
In this case also, as in Ethics, the laws cannot be changed,} 
but may be violated. They are, in short, commands or 
imperatives. 

§ 5. Commanps. Hypothetical and Categorical.cWhat 
has been said in the last paragraph may be summed up in this 
way. Laws are of two kinds—uniformities and commands. 
Each of these kinds, again, is of two varieties—constant or 
necessaty, and changeable. We saw, however, that there 
is also another respect in which it is possible to distinguish 
different kinds of laws. We may ask whether they are or 
are not universal in their application. We omitted this 
point, in the general consideration of different kinds of laws, 
because it is somewhat difficult—especially in the case of 
uniformities, as distinguished from commands—to draw a 
distinction between what is constant or necessary and what 
is universal. Now, however, this further point must be 
introduced ; because, in the case of commands, the difference 
is of some importance. A command may be constant or 
necessary, and yet not universal in its application. Thus 
the fundamental principles of rhetoric are constant; but 
the commands which are thus laid down are applicable only 
to rhetoricians. The laws of architecture, in like manner, 


1 It may be urged, no doubt, that some at least of the laws of logic 
are applicable only within certain hypothetical limits. Some of them, 
for instance (zzz. those commonly discussed under the head of Formal 
Logic), depend on the admission of the principles of identity, contra- 
diction, and excluded middle; and it may be maintained that there 
are objects to which these principles are not strictly applicable. But 
this point is too subtle to be more than merely hinted at in this place. 
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apply only to those who wish to construct stable, com- 
modious, and beautiful buildings. Some of the laws of 
political economy, again, are neither constant nor universal. 
They are not constant; for they may vary with different 
conditions of society. They are not universal; for they are 
applicable only to those who wish to produce wealth. Even 
the laws of formal logic are not universal. They apply only 
to those who wish to be self-consistent. Now a man may 
reject this aim. He may say, with Emerson, ‘ Suppose 
you should contradict yourself; what then?” ‘A foolish 
consistency is the hobgoblin of little minds, adored by little 
statesmen and philosophers and divines. With consistency 
a great soul has simply nothing to do.” 2 Such imperatives 
as these, therefore, are merely hypothetical? They apply 
only to those who adopt the end with which the particular 
normative science is concerned. 

The-laws of Ethics differ from all other laws in being not 
hypothetical, but categorical. It is true that Emerson’s 
paradox about consistency has been capped by that of the 
preacher who bade us, “Be not righteous overmuch.”4 
But if this maxim is to have any intelligible meaning, we 
must understand the term “righteous” in a somewhat narrow 
sense. It cannot be taken to mean that we should not, to 


1 Essay on ‘‘ Self-Reliance.” 

2 T assume of course here that logic is to be regarded as a normative 
science, laying down the rules of consistent thought. Some logicians 
have treated the subject in a different way, regarding it either as an 
ordinary natural science, or as an art, or as a combination of the two. 

3 Such laws as those of political economy are thus hypothetical in a 
double sense—hypothetical with regard to the conditions under which 
they are applicable, and hypothetical with regard to one end with 
reference to which they are applicable. 

4 Cf Stephen’s Sczence of Ethics, p. 418. ‘* “Be good if you would 
be happy,’ seems to be the verdict even of worldly prudence ; but it adds 
in an emphatic aside, ‘ Be not too good.’ ” 
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too great an extent, do what we ought todo. This would 
be a contradiction in terms. If we are not to be too 
fanatical in the observance of particular moral rules, it must 
be in deference to other moral rules that are of a still higher 
authority. The supreme moral principle, whatever it may 
be, lays its command upon us absolutely, and admits of no 
question. What we ought to do we ought to do. There 
can be no higher law by which the moral imperative might 
be set aside. 

There are, indeed, some other laws which might seem to 
be scarcely less absolute, because they relate to ends that 
every one naturally seeks. Thus, every one would like to 
be happy; and consequently if there were any science of 
happiness, every one would be bound to follow its laws. 
Accordingly, Kant called such laws assertorial,! because 
although they depend on the hypothesis that we seek for 
happiness, yet it may be at once asserted of every one that 
he does seek this end. Again, intellectual perfection is an 
end which a rational being can hardly help desiring. There 
is probably no one who would not, if he could, have the 
penetration of a Newton, or the grasp of a Shakspere or a 
Goethe. Hence if there were any science that taught how 
such perfection is to be attained, its laws would have at 
least an almost universal application. Still, even such laws 
as these are not quite parallel to the laws of morals. Their 
universality, if they are universal, depends on the fact that 
every one chooses the end to which they have reference ; 
whereas the laws of morals apply to all men irrespective of 
their choice. If, indeed, happiness could be shown to be 
necessarily bound up with virtue, and unhappiness with vice, 
then the obligation to follow the rules of happiness would 
have the same absoluteness as the obligation to obey the 

1 Metaphysic of Morals, section II, 
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moral law; but only because these two things would then 
be identical. In like manner, if we were to accept quite 
literally the view of Carlyle, that all intellectual perfection 
has a moral root, so that a man’s virtue is exactly propor- 
tional to his intelligence, in this case also the laws of 
intellectual perfection would become absolute, but only 
because they would become moral. The moral law, then, 
is unique. It is the only categorical imperative.1 We have 
not yet asked, however, what the nature of this imperative 
is :—what exactly it is that it commands. This we shall 
have to try to ascertain in the sequel. 

§ 6. PecuLiarity or Eruics. How it differs from other 
LNVormative Sciences.—It appears, therefore, that the science 
of Ethics, though belonging to the general class of normative 
sciences, yet differs considerably from the other members 
of the same class. This difference may now be more 
accurately defined under the two following heads :— 

(1) Ethics is not concerned with a presupposed end.— 
Other normative sciences are, as we have seen, hypothetical. 
They presuppose an end, with a view to which they lay 
down laws. Now Ethics also has reference to an end. 
But the end to which it has reference is the supreme end 
of man. And this end is not presupposed. On the con- 
trary, it is a main part of the work of the science of Ethics 
to discover whether there is any such end; and, if so, what 
is its precise nature. This is, indeed, to some extent the 
case with most other normative sciences as well. Thus the 
science of health not only teaches us the laws by which 
health is to be attained, but also instructs us with regard to 


1 On this subject the student should consult Kant’s Metaphysic of 
Morals, section II. The opening paragraphs of Clifford’s Essay ‘‘ On 
the Scientific Basis of Morals” may also be found suggestive, though he 
does not entirely accept the view indicated above. 

M. E. D 
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the nature of health itself. But on the whole such sciences, 
just because they are concerned with definite and limited 
objects, presuppose a fairly complete understanding of the 
object at which we are to aim. In Ethics, on the other 
hand, the object is not a definite and limited one, but is 
the whole content of the highest good for man. As soon 
as we understand precisely what this is, there is very little 
more for Ethics to tell us. Not only is the ethical end not 
definitely presupposed ; but the discovery and definition of 
it form even the largest part of the science. 

(2) The Laws of Ethics ave absolutely imposed on the Will.— 
The laws with which the other normative sciences deal are 
simply the rules for the attainment of certain definite ends ; 
and it is always possible that those ends may not be adopted 
by us. Their laws are thus only conditional commands. 
Thus, the laws of cookery may instruct us how to make food 
agreeable and palatable; but if we are ascetics we may not 
wish it to be made agreeable. ‘The laws of such sciences, 
therefore, have no direct bearing on the will of the individual. 
It is the very essence of the principles of Ethics, on the other 
hand, that they are the laws which the individual will must 
accept. The laws of cookery may be laid down without 
any consideration of the question whether any one is to 
adopt them; though, no doubt, no one would be likely to 
take the trouble of formulating them unless he intended 
them to be observed. But the laws of morals would be 
absolutely meaningless if they were not the laws by which 
the individual’s will is to be guided. 

§ 7. PECULIARITY OF CoNbDUCT aS AN ART. How it 
differs from other arts.—As the science of conduct is thus 
different from other normative sciences, so the art of conduct 
is different from other practical arts. Virtue may be said 


1 J, e must regard as binding, 
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to be one of the fine arts; but it differs from all other fine 
arts In two important respects :— 

(1) Virtue exists only in activity—A good painter is one 
who caz paint beautifully : a good man is not one who can, 
but one who does, act rightly. The good painter is good 
when he is asleep or on a journey.!. The good man is not 
good when asleep or on a journey, unless when it is good 
to sleep or to go on a journey. Goodness is not a capacity 
or potentiality, but an activity ; in Aristotelian language, it 
is not a dvvayuc, but an évépyeca. 

This is a simple point, and yet it is a point that presented 
great difficulty to ancient philosophers. By nothing perhaps 
were they so much misled as by the analogy of virtue to the 
arts.2. Thus in Plato’s Republic, Socrates is represented as 
arguing that if justice consists in keeping property safe, the 
just man must be a kind of thief; for the same kind of skill 
which enables a man to defend property, will also enable 
him to steal it.2 The answer to this is, that justice is not a 
kind of skill, but a kind of activity. The just man is not 
merely one who can, but one who does, keep property safe. 
Now though the capacity of preserving property may be 
identical with the capacity of appropriating it, the act of 
preserving is certainly very different from the act of appro- 
priating. The man who knows precisely what the truth 
about any matter is, would undoubtedly, as a general rule, 
be the most competent person to invent lies with respect to 
the same matter. Yet the truth-speaker and the liar are 
very different persons; because they are not merely men 


1 Cf Aristotle’s Ethics, I. viii. 9. 
2 This does not apply to Aristotle. See the passage referred to in 


the preceding note. 
3 Of course, Plato intended this fora joke ; but it is doubtful whether 


he knew exactly where the fallacy comes in. 
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who possess particular kinds of capacity, but men who act 
in particular ways. Often, indeed, the most atrocious liars 
have no special capacity for the art. And so also it is with 
other vices. ‘The Devil,” it is said, “is an Ass.” 

(2) The Essence of Virtue lies in the Will—The man 
who is a bungler in any of the particular arts may be a very 
worthy and well-meaning person ; but the best intentions in 
the world will not make him a good artist. In the case of 
virtuous action, on the other hand, as Kant says,! “a good 
will is good not because of what it performs or effects, not 
by its aptness for the attainment of some proposed end, but 
simply by virtue of the volition.” “Even if it should happen 
that, owing to a special disfavour of fortune, or the niggardly 
provision of a step-motherly nature, this will should wholly 
lack power to accomplish its purpose, if with its greatest 
efforts it should yet achieve nothing, and there should 
remain only the good will (not, to be sure, a mere wish, but 
the summoning of all means in our power), then, like a 
jewel, it would still shine by its own light, as a thing which 
has its whole value in itself.” In lke manner, Aristotle 
says? of a good man living in circumstances in which he 
cannot find scope for his highest virtues, dvaddpree TO Kaddy, 
“his nobility shines through.” It is true that even in the 
fine arts purpose counts for something; and a stammering 
utterance may be not without a grace of its own.? In 


1 Metaphysic of Morals, I. 2 SBA OS, Me 3 
3 Cf Browning’s Andrea del Sarto :— 
‘* That arm is wrongly put—and there again— 
A fault to pardon in the drawing’s lines, 
Its body, so to speak : its soul is right, 
He means right—that, a child may understand.” 
But here Art is being judged almost from an ethical, rather than from a 
purely zsthetical point of view. ‘‘ He means right,” is not an eesthetical 
judgment. 
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conduct also, if a man blunders entirely, we generally assume 
that there was some flaw in his purpose—that he did not 
reflect sufficiently, or did not will the good with sufficient 
intensity. Still, the distinction remains, that in art the 
ultimate appeal is to the work achieved, whereas in morals 
the ultimate appeal is to the inner aim. Or rather, in 
morals the achievement cannot be distinguished from the 
inner activity by which it is brought about.} 

§ 8. EXPLANATION OF THESE PECULIARITIES. Conduct 
the whole of Life.—These peculiarities of moral science and 
the moral art are easily accounted for. They are due to 
the fact that in dealing with morals we are concerned with 
man’s whole nature as an active being—z.e. as a being 
pursuing ends. Matthew Arnold has said that “Conduct 
is three-fourths of life”; but of course, from the point of 
view of purposive activity, conduct is the whole of life. It 
is common to distinguish the pursuit of truth (science) and 
the pursuit of beauty (fine art) from the moral life in the 
narrower sense; but when truth and beauty are regarded 
as ends to be attained, the pursuit of them is a kind of 
conduct; and the consideration of these ends, as of all 
others, falls within the scope of the science of morals. In 
a sense, therefore, Ethics is not a science at all, if by a 
science we understand the study of some limited department 
of human interest. It is rather a part of philosophy, ze. a 
part of the study of human interests as a whole. It is, 
indeed, only a fart of philosophy; because it considers 
human interests only from the point of view of will or 
activity. It does not, except indirectly, consider man as 
knowing or enjoying, but as doing, t.e. pursuing an end. 
But it considers man’s whole activity, the entire nature of 
the good which he seeks, and the whole significance of his 


1 This point is more fully brought out in chapter iii. 
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activity in seeking it. It is for this reason that Ethics 
differs so markedly from other normative sciences, which 
merely deal with particular ends. It might be better, there- 
fore, not to describe Ethics as a science at all. In some 
respects the term Moral Philosophy is preferable.? 

These remarks must now suffice with regard to the general 
nature and scope of Ethics.” 


1 The term Ethics is retained in this Manual partly for the sake of 
brevity, and partly because the necessary limitations of the volume 
prevent a thoroughly philosophical treatment. 

2 It may be well to insert a caution at this point. Ethics has been 
defined as the science of the ultimate end ; and it has been implied that 
the study of this end will lead to the consideration of the laws or rules 
for its attainment. It is well to remark, however, that the extent to 
which any such laws or rules can be formulated, is a question for 
further consideration. See below, chapter xi. and Appendix B, Note I. 
A study of the end will necessarily lead to a better understanding of 
the general principles by which conduct is to be guided. But it may not 
lead tothe formulation of any particular rules. 


CHAPTER II. 
THE RELATION OF ETHICS TO OTHER SCIENCES. 


“Vivacg yao eivar yoewy THv éimiornpay év raic woXEot, Kat Tolag 
Exdorouc pavOdve cai peyote Tivoc, avrn Ovaraooet.”’ —ARISTOTLE. 
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§ 1. PHiLosopHy anp Etuics.—The place of Ethics among 
other sciences has been already in some degree indicated ; 
but some further remarks on its precise position may help 
to prevent misunderstanding in the following chapters. 

We may note first, as already indicated, that Ethics must 
rather be classed with Philosophy than with Science in the 
narrower sense. It is not concerned, like the particular 
sciences, with some special piece of knowledge, but with 
man’s whole practical relation towards the world. From 
this point of view, it is rather akin to poetry and religion 
than to the classification and explanation of particular facts. 
The broad consideration of the question what we ought to 
be and do is not much affected by any discoveries with 
regard to the facts of nature; but it is profoundly affected 
by the general philosophical point of view which we adopt. 
That view which is known as Idealism—the view that the 
world is a rational system, finding its ultimate explanation 
in mind—seems to be the only view that affords a quite 
satisfactory basis for an ethical theory; and as it is im- 
possible in such a book as this to enter into metaphysical 


1 (‘It lets us know which of the sciences a state needs, and which each man should 
study, and up to what point.””) 
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discussions, the truth of this point of view will require to be 
to a large extent presupposed in the sequel. At the same 
time, an attempt will be made to indicate exactly the points 
at which the discussion is affected by the presupposition, 
and the exact way in which it is so affected. 

§ 2. PHysicaL SCIENCE AND EtuHics.—The relation of 
Physical Science to Ethics is but slight. It has sometimes 
been supposed that the question of physical causation has 
an important bearing on Ethics. It has been thought that 
morality postulates the freedom of the will, and that there 
is a certain conflict between this postulate and the theory 
of the universal applicability of the law of cause and effect. 
This point will be referred to in a subsequent chapter. In 
the meantime it must suffice to say that the supposition of 
such a conflict appears to rest upon a misconception. 

Of course, Ethics is indirectly related to Physical Science, 
inasmuch as a knowledge of physical laws enables us to 
predict, more accurately and certainly than we should other- 
wise be able to do, what the effect of various kinds of 
conduct will be. But this knowledge affects only the details 
of conduct, not the general principles on which our conduct 
ought to proceed. A wise man in modern times will be 
less afraid of the sea and of the stars, and more afraid of 
foul air and impure water, than a man of similar wisdom in 
ancient times ; but the general consideration of the question, 
what kinds of things we ought to fear, and what kinds we 
ought not to fear, need not be affected by this difference in 
detail, which is due to the advance of knowledge. 

§ 3. BroLocy anD Eruics.—The relation of Biology to 
Ethics is much closer than that of Physics or Chemistry, but 
is essentially of the same indirect character. Many of the 
most sacred of human obligations rest on physiological 
considerations ; but the general principles on which these 
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obligations rest can be discussed without any direct refer- 
ence to physiological details, and would not be affected by 
any new physiological discoveries. 

Some recent writers, under the influence of the theory of 
evolution,! have represented the connection of Biology with 
Ethics as being of a much more fundamental character 
than that which has now been indicated. It has been 
thought that the criterion of good or bad conduct is to be 
found in the tendency to promote the development of life 
or the reverse; and that, consequently, we may speak of 
good or bad conduct in the lowest forms of life in quite the 
same sense as in man. This is a view to which some 
reference will have to be made at a later stage. In the 
meantime it seems sufficient to say that conduct, in the 
sense in which the term is used in Ethics, has no meaning 
except with reference to a being who has a rational will; 
and that, in the case of such a being, the development of 
life is but a subordinate part of the end. Consequently, 
Biology does not appear to have any direct bearing upon 
Ethics.? 

§4. PsycHoLocy anp Eruics.—The relation of Psychology 
to Ethics is much closer and more important. At the same 
time, the dependence of the one upon the other ought not 
to be exaggerated. As Logic deals with the correctness of 
thought, so Ethics deals with the correctness of conduct. 
Neither of them is directly concerned with the process 
by which we come to think or to act correctly. Still, 
the processes of feeling, desiring, and willing cannot be 


1 See especially Spencer’s Principles of Ethics. 
2 It is only in so far as we attribute some form of self-consciousness 


to the lower animals that we are entitled to speak of ‘‘sub-human”’ 
Ethics. Cf Muirhead’s Llements of Ethics, p. 196, note, and see 
below, chap. iii., § 2, and pp. 122-3. 
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ignored by the student of Ethics; any more than the pro- 
cesses of generalizing, judging, and reasoning can be ignored 
by the student of Logic; and the consideration of all these 
falls within the province of the psychologist. It is true that 
these subjects, so far as the logician and the moralist are 
concerned with them, belong rather to the metaphysics of 
Psychology than to its purely natural history side; but 
it is difficult to separate entirely these two sides of the 
science. Strictly speaking, it may be true that Ethics is 
entirely dependent on Metaphysics, and not at all on 
Psychology ; but practically a writer on Ethics cannot afford 
entirely to ignore psychological questions. 

§ 5. Locic anp Eruics.—To Logic Ethics is much more 
nearly akin than to either physical or mental science; and 
the relation between the two former sciences must, conse- 
quently, be somewhat more minutely considered. Both are 
concerned with ideals; and indeed the ideals with which 
they are concerned are more closely connected than one 
might at first suppose. There are, broadly speaking, three 
distinct kinds of Logic—(1) Formal or Analytic Logic,! of 
which the ideal is self-consistency; (2) Material or Syn- 
thetic Logic,? of which the ideal is consistency with the 
outer world; (3) Transcendental Logic,® which is analytic- 
ally synthetic, or synthetic @ priori, and of which the ideal 
is consistency with she se/f, z. e. with the unity of our self- 
conscious experience. Now, Ethics is very closely related 
to the third of these Logics ; for the ideal of Ethics also is 
a certain kind of consistency with the self—vzz. the consist- 
ency of the individual will with the idea of self-consciousness 
as a rational principle. The precise nature of this ideal, 


1 Also called Deductive Logic. ? Also called Inductive Logic. 
* This kind of Logic was first discussed by Kant in the Critigue of 
Pure Reason ; afterwards developed in Hegel’s Logic. 
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however, and its relation to the ideal of Transcendental 
Logic, will have to be more fully explained in the sequel. 
In the meantime it is sufficient to indicate its place as a 
kind of fourth Logic, but a Logic which has reference to 
the consistency of conduct, not to the consistency of thought. 
It is the aim of the first Logic to keep our thought con- 
sistent with the presuppositions from which it starts; of the 
second Logic, to keep our thought consistent with our 
observation of nature, and with those general presuppositions 
which are involved in the knowledge of nature ; of the third 
Logic, to keep our thought consistent with the presupposi- 
tions of all possible experience ; of the fourth Logic (7. ¢. of 
Ethics), to bring our wills into consistency with the idea of 
a rational self. The meaning of this will become more 
apparent to the student after he has read some of the 
subsequent chapters. 

§ 6. ErHics AND Po.itics.—So far we have spoken of 
Ethics as being concerned with the will of the individual. 
The individual, however, does not live alone. An entirely 
solitary human being is inconceivable. A man is always a 
member of some kind of community. As Aristotle said, he 
is a political animal (woduricov Cov). Hence the science of 
Ethics is very closely related to that of Politics. We cannot 
well consider the virtues of the individual without consider- 
ing also the society to which he is related, and the ways in 
which it may help or hinder the development of his life. 
The ideal also which we lay down for the individual will 
necessarily suggest an ideal arrangement of society, which 
will be best fitted to enable the individual to realize his 
highest aims. For this reason, Aristotle even went so far 
as to say that Ethics is essentially a part of Politics. If we 
accept this statement, however, we must employ the term 
Politics in a very wide sense, In this wide sense it is 
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perhaps better to use the term Social Philosophy. But even 
in the narrower sense of the term, it is evident that the 
relation of Ethics to Politics must be a very intimate one.! 

§ 7. Erxics anp Economics.—Another science to which 
Ethics is closely related is one to which great importance 
has been attached in recent times—the science of Economics. 
Economics, like Ethics, is concerned with goods, i.e. with 
things having value with reference to certain human ends. 
But while the goods with which Ethics deals are those acts 
which are the conditions of the attainment of the highest 
end of life, economic goods are merely those objects which 
are the means of satisfying any human want. It follows 
that if we are really to understand the worth of economic 
goods, we must consider them in close relation to the ethical 
good. Food, for instance, clothing, house room, and the 
like, are economic goods; and they serve a variety of 
purposes—the support of life, the development of life, the 
prolongation of life, the promotion of enjoyment, the attain- 
ment of independence, the furtherance of peace, decency, 
and security, and so on. And the worth of the goods will 
depend on the importance of these ends. Now the import- 
ance of these ends can be ascertained only by observing 
their relation to the supreme end of our lives. Hence a 
certain knowledge of Ethics is presupposed in the intelligent 
study of Economics. This truth has frequently been over- 
looked. The study of Economics has too often been con- 
ducted in such a way as to suggest that Wealth is an end in 
itself; and this has had the practical result of retarding 
social reforms, and encouraging those who are already too 
much prepared to pursue riches at any price. For this 
reason some of the leading writers on Political Economy 


1 Cf. Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, p. 36 sgg., and see below, 
chaps. ix. and x, 
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have been severely criticized by Carlyle and Ruskin and 
other moralists ; and it is now generally recognized that the 
two sciences of Ethics and Economics must be brought into 
closer relationship to one another.! 

§ 8. ErHics anp P#pacocics.—Ethics ought also to 
throw an important light on the science of Education. The 
reader has probably already discovered, from his previous 
course of philosophic study, that the science of psychology 
has a good deal to say that bears on Education.? Psychology, 
however, is chiefly concerned with the various capacities of 
the human mind and the method of their development. 
The light which it throws on mental Education is similar to 
that which is thrown by physiology on physical Education. 
The question as to what qualities it is most desirable to 
evoke and strengthen must obviously depend on our view 
of the qualities which the good citizen ought to possess, and 
generally on our view of the nature of the ethical end.? 

§ 9. Eruics anp A‘stHETICcS.—The study of the Good is 
also closely related to the study of the Beautiful. Indeed, 
so close is the connection between the two conceptions that 
the Greeks used the same word, 70 cadoy, indifferently to 
express beauty and moral nobility. The phrase “beauty of 
holiness.” also occurs in Hebrew literature ; and in modern 
times we sometimes meet with such expressions as “ beauti- 


1 On this subject, cf Keynes’s Scope and Method of Political Economy, 
chap. li. For a more extreme view, see Devas’s Political Economy, 
Book IV., chap. v. Cf. Zuternational Journal of Ethics, Vol. I1I., no. 3. 

2 This is brought out, for instance, in Sully’s Outlines of Psychology. 

3 Mrs, Bryant has written a valuable book on Zducational Ends, 
which brings out with considerable fulness the bearing of ethical con- 
siderations on the subject of Education. Similarly, Milton’s Tractate on 
Lducation is written throughout with reference to an ethical ideal. C/ 
also Bacon’s De Augmentis, Book VII. and works cited below, p. 224, 


note. 
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ful soul,” “a beautiful life,’ and the like—though these 
expressions generally refer rather to religious piety than to 
purely moral excellence, and even in that reference strike 
us perhaps as savouring a little of cant. I have already 
indicated that the Greek philosophers got into some trouble 
through their failure to distinguish clearly between moral 
conduct and art; and the sharper separation in modern 
times between the two conceptions marks an advance in 
scientific clearness. When the moral life is regarded as 
beautiful, it is looked at from a somewhat external point of 
view, as if it were a result rather than an act of will; and it 
was no doubt partly because the Greeks had not fully reached 
the inner point of view (for which we are largely indebted 
to Christianity) that they were tempted to regard the moral 
life as if it were simply an artistic product. When we regard 
morality as involving a struggle of the will, it can scarcely 
impress us as beautiful. In the religious sense also, when 
we speak of the beauty of holiness, beautiful souls, and 
beautiful lives, we are generally thinking of the persons 
referred to as if they “flourished” rather than lived, as if 
they were passive products rather than active producers. 
Still, it cannot be denied that the contemplation of a life of 
eminent virtue yields us a certain esthetic satisfaction ; and 
from certain points of view it is tempting, even for a modern 
writer, to regard virtue as a kind of beauty. The consider- 
ation of the relation between the Good and the Beautiful is, 
however, too difficult a subject to be taken up at this point; 
and we must reserve a brief discussion of it for a separate 
chapter. 

§ 10. Eruics anp RELIcIoN.—The relation of Ethics to 
Religion is also very close. This point, like some of those 
that have gone before, will become more apparent in the 
sequel. Here it is enough to say that the ideal of Ethics, 
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being only imperfectly realized, requires a certain faith in 
the possibility of its attainment. The ideal of formal Logic 
requires no such faith. It is easy to remain consistent in 
our thought with the presuppositions from which we have 
set out. In the case of material or inductive Logic, the 
ideal is not quite so easily attained. It is difficult to con- 
form our thoughts completely to the facts of nature ; and 
hence in this case a certain kind of faith is required. The 
faith that such knowledge as this is possible is the faith on 
which all science rests. Similarly in the case of transcen- 
dental Logic, the ideal is not one that can be readily attained. 
It is difficult to give a complete account of the categories 
or general principles that are involved in a systematic 
experience ; and it is still more difficult to view all the facts 
of our knowledge as forming part of such a system. That 
this knowledge is possible, however, is the faith on which 
all metaphysical science rests. But in the case of Ethics 
the difficulty is still greater. The individual will is found 
to act continually in contradiction with its ideal. Social 
arrangements also, and even the dead forces of nature, seem 
to conflict with the possibility of its attainment. Yet the 
demands of that ideal are of such a character that if they 
cannot be fulfilled our whole life seems to be emptied of its 
meaning and value. The faith that it can be fulfilled is the 
ethical faith, just as the two former are the scientific and the 
metaphysical faiths. It is this ethical faith that is usually 
understood by Religion ; but it is so closely connected with 
the metaphysical faith that the two are almost inseparable. 
This point will be more fully brought out ina future chapter. 
In the meantime, the general relations of Ethics to other 
sciences have perhaps been sufficiently indicated. 


CHAPTER III. 
THE MORAL JUDGMENT. 


‘* What’s done we partly may compute, 
But know not what’s resisted.” —BURNS, 


§ 1, NATURE OF THE MoraL JUDGMENT.—Ethics, we have 
said, is concerned with the right direction of the will. The 
moral judgments which we pass are, in like manner, con- 
cerned with the will. Whatever is not willed, has no moral 
quality. An avalanche rolling down a mountain may devas- 
tate a village; a shower may save a nation from famine: 
but we do not judge either the one or the other to be 
morally bad or good. Inlike manner, we do not pass moral 
judgments on tigers or horses for their ravages or for their 
services, so long as we regard these as dictated by mere 
instinct, without volition. When we praise or blame them, 
we do it under the tacit assumption that their acts were 
voluntary. Moral judgments, then, are not passed upon all 
sorts of things, nor even upon all sorts of activities, but only 
upon conduct. 

§ 2. DEFINITION OF ConpUCT.—The term ‘‘ Conduct” is, 
indeed, sometimes used in a loose sense to include all sorts 
of vital activities, or at any rate all vital activities which are 
directed to an end. It is in this sense, for instance, that 
the term is employed by Mr. Herbert Spencer.! Conse- 
quently he speaks of the conduct of molluscs, etc.2 But 

1 Data of Ethics, chap. i. * [bid,, chap. ii. 
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this seems to be an inconvenient extension of the meaning of 
the term. Although the activities of molluscs are no doubt 
adjusted to an end, yet we cannot regard them as purpose- 
ful activities. A purposeful activity is not merely directed to 
an end, but, as Kant put it, directed by the zdea of dn end. 
Now even the higher animals, in so far as they are guided 
by mere instinct, cannot be supposed to have any such idea. 
They move towards certain ends, but they do not zw#¢// these 
ends. They have an ezd, but they have no purpose. Now 
Mr. Spencer admits that purposeless acts are not to be 
included in conduct. Hence it seems best to confine the 
term conduct to those acts that are not merely adjusted to 
ends, but also definitely willed. 

§ 8. Tue Goop WiLL.— We are now in a position to under- 
stand the famous declaration with which Kant opened his 
great treatise on Ethics.1 He begins it by saying that 
“there is nothing in the world, or even out of it, that can 
be called good without qualification, except a good will.” 
The gifts of fortune, he said, and the happiness which they 
bring with them, are to be regarded as good only on condition 
that they are rightly used. ‘Talents and worldly wisdom are, 
in like manner, good only when they are subordinated to 
the attainment of high aims. These things are only con- 
ditionally good. But a good will is good without condition. 
It is, as Kant said, the only jewel that shines by its own 
light. 

§ 4. WiLL anD WisH.—In thus commending the good 
will as supremely good, we must be careful to distinguish 
will from mere wish. “Hell,” it is said, ‘is paved with 
good intentions.” A good will is not merely a good 
intention,? but a determined effort to produce a good result. 
Such an effort is, from a moral point of view, supremely 

l Metaphysic of Morals, section I. 2 See note, p. 81. 
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good, even if, from some unforeseen contingencies, the good 
result is not itself achieved. A good wish is merely the 
consciousness that the attainment of a certain end would 
give satisfaction: a good will is the identification of oneself 
with that end. This distinction will become clearer in a 
future chapter, when we are considering the relation between 
desire and will (see chap. v., §§ 6 and 7). 

§ 5. Witt anp Act.-—We have said that a good will is 
supremely good, even if it fails to achieve a good result. It 
ought not to be supposed, however, that a good will can fail 
to issue in a good action. Will and act are but the inner 
and outer side of the same phenomenon. A good will 
issues in a good action; and, conversely, there can be no 
good action without a good will. But an action which in 
itself is good may lead, through the interference of other 
circumstances, to a bad result; and a bad action may lead 
to a good result. ‘If I throw half-a-crown at a beggar,” 
said Dr. Johnson, ‘“‘ with intent to break his head, and he 
picks it up and buys victuals with it, the result is good, but 
the action in me is very wrong.” On the other hand, an act 
in itself good may be perverted to evil ends. ‘“ You taught 
me language,” says Caliban to Prospero, “and my profit 
on’t Is, I know how to curse.” He who benefits another 
may be only nourishing a snake. What constitutes the 
goodness of an action is the goodness of the intention ;! but 
a good intention, though it produces a good action, need 
not produce a good result. A result is generally a resultant 
of several causes, of which the will of any alia agent 
is only one. 

§ 6. MEANING oF INTENTION.—In the last paragraph I 

1 We shall see shortly that it is only fart of the intention—viz. that 


part which constitutes the otéve—that determines the goodness of an 
action. 
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have stated that the goodness of an action depends on the 
goodness of the intention. This is true, however, only 
when the word “intention” is understood in a particular 
sense. It is necessary, therefore, to give a precise interpret- 
ation of this term, and especially to draw a clear distinction 
between an intention and a motive. Of course, the only 
intentions with which we are here concerned, are intentions 
that issue inacts. Mere intentions—intentions which remain 
only at the stage of good wishes—are, as we have already 
indicated, of no moral value, except in so far as they may 
be indications of a good character. Now in the case of 
intentions that issue in acts, there are several elements that 
may be distinguished from one another. These elements 
may now be briefly indicated. 

In the first place, we may distinguish between the zmme- 
diate and the remote intentions of an act. Thus, two men 
may both have the immediate intention of saving a third 
from drowning; but the one may wish to save him from 
drowning simply in order that his life may be preserved, 
whereas the other may wish to save him from drowning 
in order that he may be reserved for hanging.! In this case, 
while the immediate intentions are the same, the remote 
intentions are very different. The remote intention of an 
act is sometimes called the motive; but this use of the term 
seems to be incorrect. 

In the second place, we may distinguish between the 
outer and the zzner intention of an act. This may be illus- 
trated by the familiar story of Abraham Lincoln and the pig 
that he helped out of a ditch. On being praised for this 
action, Lincoln is said to have replied that he did it, not for 
the sake of the pig, but rather on his own account, in order 
to rid his mind of the uncomfortable thought of the animal’s 

1 Cf Mill’s Utthtarianism, chap. ii. p. 27, note. 
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distress. Here the outer intention was to rescue the animal, 
while the inner intention was to remove an uncomfortable 
feeling from the mind. The inner intention, in this instance, 
is evidently only a particular case of the remote intention ; 
but it is not so in every instance. Thus if a man were to 
endeavour to produce a certain feeling in his mind—say, of 
penitence or of faith—with the view of securing the favour 
of Heaven, the immediate intention would be an inner one, 
while the remote intention would be outer. The inner 
intention of an act, like the remote intention, is sometimes 
apt to be confounded with the motive. 

In the third place, we may distinguish between the dvect 
and the zzdzrect intention of an act. If a Nihilist seeks to 
blow up a train containing an Emperor and others,! his 
direct intention may be simply the destruction of the 
Emperor, but indirectly also he intends the destruction 
of the others who are in the train, since he is aware that 
their destruction will be necessarily included along with that 
of the Emperor. 

In the fourth place, we may distinguish between the 
conscious and the unconscious intention of an act. To what 
extent any intention can be unconscious, is a question for 
psychology. By an unconscious intention is here under- 
stood simply an intention which the agent does not definitely 
avow to himself. A man’s conduct is often in reality pro- 
foundly influenced by such intentions. Thus the intention 
which he avows to himself may be that of promoting the 
well-being of mankind, while in reality he may be much 
more strongly influenced by that of advancing his own 
reputation. Here, again, the unconscious intention is often 
referred to as the motive, and not included as part of the 
intention at all. But this seems to be due to an error. 


1 &. Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics, Book III., chap. i., § 2, footnote, 
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We may say, then, that an intention, in the broadest 
sense of the term, means any aim that is definitely adopted 
as an object of will; and that such intentions may be of 
various distinct kinds. 

§ 7. MEANING oF MotiveE.—The term “ motive” is not 
less ambiguous than ‘‘intention.” The motive means, of 
course, what moves us or causes us to act in a particular 
way. Now there is an ambiguity in the term “cause.” A 
cause may be either efficient or final. The efficient cause of 
a man’s movements, for instance, is the action of certain 
nerves, muscles, &c.; the final cause is the desired end, 
the reaching of a destination or the production of a result. 
There is a similar ambiguity in the use of the term 
“ motive.”’! A motive may be understood to mean either 
that which zpels or that which zzduces us to act in a 
particular way. 

In the former sense, we say that we are moved by feeling 
or emotion. Thus we say that a man’s motive was anger, 
or jealousy, or fear, or pity, or pleasure, or pain. Some 
writers? have even maintained that pleasure and pain are 
the only ultimate motives. Now it is no doubt true that 
men are sometimes moved to action by feeling. In conduct 
on which a moral judgment can be passed, however, a man 
is never solely moved by feeling. If a man is entirely 
“carried away” by feeling—by anger or fear, for instance— 
—he cannot properly be said to ac¢ at all, any more than a 
stone acts when a man throws it at an object. We may 
judge the character of a man who is carried away by feeling 
or passion: we may say that he ought not to have allowed 
himself to be so carried away; but if he is entirely mastered 
by his passion, we cannot pass a moral judgment on his act, 
any more than on the act of a madman, or one who is 


1 Cf, Muirhead’s Zlements of Ethics, p. 56. 2 Fg. Bentham, 
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drunk. Moral activity or conduct is purposeful action ; 
and action with a purpose is not simply moved by feeling : 
it is moved rather by the thought of some end to be 
attained. This leads us to the second, and more correct, 
sense in which the term “‘motive” may be used. 

The distinction may be made clear by considering the 
case of a man who is “moved by pity” to give assistance 
to a fellow-creature in distress. The mere feeling of pity 
is evidently not sufficient to move us to action. It may 
serve as an element in the efficient cause of action—z. é. the 
man who has a keen sense of pity may be more readily 
impelled to action than the one whose feeling is com- 
paratively blunt. But the feeling itself is not a sufficient 
inducement to action. By itself, it moves at the utmost to 
tears—as, for instance, in the theatre, when we witness 
imaginary distresses. When a man is moved to action, he 
must have, besides the mere feeling, the conception of an 
end to be attained. He perceives a fellow-creature, for 
instance, in a wretched plight, and sees that, by a certain 
effort, the man might be put in a more favourable position. 
The putting of the man in this more favourable position 
presents itself to his mind as a desirable end; and the 
thought of this desirable end induces him to act in a 
particular way. If he feels pity, in addition, this may 
impel him the more readily to such an action; but the 
feeling of pity is not, by itself, the inducement to the action, 
z.é. the motive in the more correct sense. The motive, that 
which induces us to act, is the thought of a desirable end. 


1 So also when, in Goldsmith’s ballad, 
““The dog, to gain some private ends, 
Went mad, and bit the man,” 
the motive was constituted by the gaining of some private ends, not by 
the mere madness, C/. Tucker’s Light of Nature, chap. v, 


§ 8.] THE MORAL JUDGMENT. 39 


§ 8. RELATION BETWEEN MoTivEs AND INTENTIONS.— 
From what has now been said, it is evident that the relation 
between motives and intentions is a very close one. The 
motive of our act is that which induces us to perform it. 
Now it is evident that this must be included in the inten- 
tion, in the broadest sense of that term, but need not be, 
and generally will not be, identical with the whole of it. 
What induces us to perform an act is always something that 
we hope to achieve by it ;? but there may be much that we 
expect to achieve by it (and even that we consciously zztend 
to achieve by it) which would not serve as an inducement 
to its performance, and which might even serve as an 
inducement not to perform it. The motive of a reformer 
may be partly that of improving the state of mankind and 
partly that of acquiring fame for himself. Both of these 
ends form part of his intention, in the widest sense of the 
term. But he may also be well aware that the result of 
his action will be, for a time, “not to send peace on the 
earth, but a sword.” He may anticipate a certain amount 
of confusion and misery as the immediate result of his 
action, and perhaps also of persecution for himself. If he 
clearly foresees that these results will ensue on his action, 
it can scarcely be said that he does not intend them. He 
deliberately accepts them as being inevitably involved in 
the good result which he hopes to achieve. But assuredly 
we may say that these evil consequences form no part of 
his motive in endeavouring to achieve the good result. Or, 
to take a still simpler case, when Brutus helped to kill 

1 Cf Muirhead’s Hlements of Ethics, p. 58. When Prof. Dewey 
(Outlines of Ethics, p. 9) says that ‘‘the foreseen, the zdea? consequences 
are the end of the act, and as such form the motive,” he appears to 
identify the motive with the whole intention. This seems to me to be 


erroneous, or at least to be an inconvenient use of the term. 
2 Except of course when we are impelled by mere feeling or passion, 
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Ceesar, in order to save his country,! he certainly intended 
to kill Czesar, but the killing of Cesar was no part of his 
motive. 

The motive of an act, then, is a part of the intention, in 
the broadest sense of that term, but does not necessarily 
include the whole of the intention. Adopting the distinc- 
tions that have been drawn in section 6, we may say that 
the motive generally includes the greater part of the remote 
intention, but frequently does not include much of the 
immediate intention; that it generally includes the direct 
intention, but not the indirect; and that it may be either 
outer or inner, conscious or unconscious. 

§ 9. Is THE MorAL JUDGMENT CONCERNED WITH MOTIVES 
OR wITH INTENTIONS ?>—There has been a good deal of 
discussion on the question whether, in judging of the 
morality of an action, we ought to take account of the 
motive or of the intention.2 We are now in a position 
to give an answer to this question. But we must first 
observe what is the precise nature of the controversy. 

The controversy has been carried on chiefly between 
writers of the intuitional and the utilitarian school. The 
former have generally maintained that the moral judgment 
is concerned entirely with the motives of our actions, that 
our actions are to be pronounced good or bad in proportion 
to the goodness or badness of the motives by which we are 
actuated in doing them. Thus Dr. Martineau, the most 
eminent of recent intuitionist writers, has drawn out an 

1 Assuming the view taken by Plutarch and Shakspere to he correct. 
For a different view of Brutus, see Froude’s Cesar. 

2 This subject is well treated by Prof. Dewey in his Oztlines of 
Ethics, pp. 4—6, and more fully in Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, pp. 
55—62. 


8 The nature of these two schools will become apparent in the 
sequel. 
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elaborate table of the motives of our conduct, and arranged 
them in order of merit! He places reverence at the top, 
and censoriousness, vindictiveness, and suspiciousness at 
the bottom, while between these lie a great variety of 
passions, appetites, affections, sentiments, etc.; such as 
love of ease, fear, ambition, generosity, and compassion. 
Now to discuss the merits of such a scheme as this would 
evidently carry us beyond the limits of such a handbook as 
the present. Two criticisms, however, may be passed upon 
it. In the first place, the list of motives, or “springs of 
action” (as they are also called), seems to rest on a false 
conception of psychological divisions. The student of 
psychology will probably have become familiar with this 
objection. Modern Psychology treats the human mind as 
an organic unity, and repudiates any hard and fast dis- 
tinctions of faculties, such as seem to be implied in Dr. 
Martineau’s list. The motives which he enumerates are not 
simple, but highly complex, phenomena ; and their merits 
in any particular case would depend on the way in which 
they are composed. Fear, for instance, is not a simple 
element in consciousness, but a complex state; and its 
merit or demerit depends on the way in which we fear and 
the thing of which we are afraid. The same applies to 
ambition, and to most of the other motives enumerated by 
Dr. Martineau. But, apart from this, the list seems to involve 
that confusion between the different senses of the term 
* motive” to which reference has already been made. Thus 
fear and compassion, though referring to objects, may be 
treated as emotional states; whereas ambition does not 
denote a state of feeling, but rather an object aimed 


1 Types of Ethical Theory, Part II., Book I., chap. vi. A criticism 
of Martineau’s doctrine will be found in Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics, 
Book III., chap. xii. 
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at—not indeed a definite object, but a range of objects 
almost infinite in variety (from the desire to be Mayor of a 
town to the desire to be the saviour of one’s country), having 
only in common the desire of some form of personal emin- 
ence. Now mere feelings in the mind, such as fear and 
compassion, do not seem, as I have already indicated, to 
constitute motives at all, in the proper sense of the term: 
they are not inducements to action. What induces us to 
act is the presentation of some end to be attained. Con- 
sequently, if we are to have a list of motives, this list should 
take the form rather of a classification of ends to be attained, 
than of feelings that exist in our minds. Further, these 
ends would have to be arranged, not under any such abstract 
headings as “ambition” and the like, but in accordance 
with their actual, concrete nature. 

: The antagonism of the utilitarians seems to be partly due 
to the inadequacy of the intuitionist theory. Thus Mill 
urges! that “‘the morality of an action depends entirely 
upon the intention—that is, upon what the agent zw¢Z/s to do. 
But the motive, that is, the feeling which makes him will so 
to do, when it makes no difference in the act, makes none 
in the morality: though it makes a great difference in our 
moral estimation of the agent, especially if it indicates a 
good or a bad habitual disposction.” ‘The motive of an 
action,” he says again,” ‘‘has nothing to do with the morality 
of the action, though much with the worth of the agent.” 
The reasonableness of this view is apparent. If one man 
is animated by compassion and another by fear, we may 
think the former a more amiable man and the latter a more 
cowardly man: but if they are led to act in precisely the 
same way, must not their actions be regarded as equally 
good or bad? They are not perhaps equally good men ; 

1 Utilitarianism, chap. ii., p. 27, note. ? Lbid., p. 26, 
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but that is not the question. A good man may do a bad 
action, and a bad man may do a good action. The question 
is simply—Are their actions good or bad? How they feel 
in doing the actions may affect our judgment of their 
characters, of their lives as a whole, but not of their parti- 
cular actions. Of course if their actions are different in 
consequence of their feelings—if, for instance, the man who 
feels compassion does the act in a more gracious way, and 
the man who feels fear does it in a hurried and awkward 
way—our moral judgment upon the actions will be different. 
But the reason is that in this case the feeling has to some 
extent affected the nature of the act that is willed. This is 
Mill’s view; and it is evidently a reasonable view, so far 
as it goes. Nevertheless, it appears to me to be erroneous. 

§ 10. THE Morat JUDGMENT IS CONCERNED WITH 
Morives.—So long indeed as the reference is merely to 
the feelings by which our actions are accompanied, there is 
no need to dispute Mill’s position.! But if we understand 
the motive to mean that which induces us to act in a 
particular way, then I think we must maintain that it is on 
the motive that the moral judgment is passed. Mill’s error 
seems to arise from this, that he supposes the moral judg- 
ment to be passed on things done, whereas the moral 
judgment is not properly passed upon a ¢hing done, but 
upon a person doting. If it were not so, we should pass 
moral judgment on the instinctive acts of animals, and 
even on the movements of rocks, clouds, and avalanches, 
What we judge is conduct; and this means not merely an 
overt act, but the attitude of a person in acting; and his 


1 Of course the nature of our feelings is ultimately determined by 
the nature of the ends that we have in view, and consequently in 
disputing the one position we are in reality disputing the other as 
well, 
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attitude must include his motive. Now Mill himself admits 
that the motive (even in the sense of the mere feeling, and 
surely much more in the sense of the end with reference to 
which we are induced to act) makes a difference in our 
estimation of the agent. It is true, indeed, that in 
passing a moral judgment upon a particular act we need 
not take account of the whole character of the man who 
does it. If a man gets drunk, or tells a lie, or defrauds his 
neighbour, we can say that he has done wrong, without 
needing to inquire whether he is in other respects a good 
man or a bad. But this does not imply that we judge his 
action simply from the outside, as a thing done. It is the 
man doing it that we judge ; and the question, what induced 
him to do it, is not irrelevant to this judgment. It may be 
admitted that we frequently omit this inner side of a man’s 
conduct in forming our judgments. But the reason is, that 
it is so difficult to ascertain what the inner side is. With 
regard to all men’s actions (except our own), 
‘*One point must still be greatly dark, 
The moving zy they do it.” 

Hence the force of the precept “judge not!” But in so 
far as we do judge, when we try to be thoroughly just in 
our moral appreciations, it seems unquestionable that we 
take account of the motive, and that this is what we are 
bound to take account of.t 


1 An example may help to make this clear. It has been urged that 
if it is just to put a man to death, this act will not be rendered vicious 
by the mere fact that the execution of it is accompanied by a feeling of 
resentment or malevolence. Certainly, I should answer, the mere 
feeling of resentment will make no difference in the morality of the 
action, any more than a feeling of reluctance or a feeling of weariness. 
But it is otherwise if the gratification of the feeling was the motive of the 
act. Ifa judge were to condemn a criminal to death, not because it is 
Just, but because he feels resentment, and ams at the gratification of 
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It may be objected, of course, that a man’s motives are 
sometimes excellent, while yet we feel bound to condemn 
his actions. Some fanatics, for instance, have performed 
acts of the utmost atrocity, “thinking that they did God 
service.” Are we to approve these actions, it may be asked, 
because the end aimed at was good? In answering this 
question, we must be sure that we understand exactly what 
the question is. Are we to understand that we are asked, 
whether, in the case of such actions, we regard the thing 
done as a desirable result? If so, our answer would no 
doubt be decidedly, No. In the same way we should say 
that the fall of an avalanche is not a desirable result. But 
in neither.case is our judgment a moral judgment. On the 
other hand, if we are asked whether we consider that the 
fanatics in question acted rightly, then we must answer that, 
in so far as they were aiming steadfastly at a definite end, 
and in so far as that end was a good one, we must approve 
of their actions. As a rule, indeed, we shall not entirely 
approve of them; but the reason is that we do not regard 
their aims as perfectly good. This is implied in calling 
them fanatics. <A fanatic is one who pursues some narrow 
end as if it were the supreme good. The motive of sucha 
man is not the best possible, and the more conscientiously 
he is guided by that motive the more certainly will his 
actions not be the best possible. 


this feeling, then undoubtedly his action would be wrong, though the 
result of it might accidentally be right—z. e. it might be the case that 
the criminal ought to have been put to death. Of course in such a case 
the intention is wrong as well as the motive. This is necessarily so ; 
for the motive is part of the intention. In the case supposed, it is part 
of the judge’s intention (his zmer intenticn, as I have called it) to 
gratify his feeling of resentment. But if this had not been part of his 
motive, it would not have vitiated his action—z. e, if it had not been 
part of his zxducement. 
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We cannot now spend more time over this controversy.? 
Indeed a quite satisfactory solution of the problem involved 
cannot be given until we have discussed the nature of the 
moral end. Consequently, if the student should find—as 
the beginner probably will—that the question is a perplex- 
ing one, he may pass it over until he has read some of the 
following chapters. 

§ 11. Tue Hicuest Motive.—If it be true that we judge 
actions by their motives, it is evident that an act cannot be 
judged to be perfectly right unless it be done from the 
highest motive. And as the motive is the end with a view 
to which the action is performed, the highest motive is the 
same as the highest end. Hence, an action is not perfectly 
right unless it is done with a view to the highest end. This 
was what Kant meant when he said® that a good action 
must be done ‘from respect for the law.”” The same truth 
is involved in the Christian doctrine that “whatever is not 
of faith is sin” ; and it was this also that the Greek moralists 
had in their minds when they spoke of a good action as 
being done rov xaov évexa—for the sake of the beautiful 
or the noble.* It would be a mistake, however, to suppose 
that this end must be always consciously present in a good 


1 The consideration of this whole subject is a good deal complicated 
by the fact that the distinction which has been drawn between motives 
and intentions is not uniformly observed in the ordinary usage of 
these terms. Thus, the word intention is sometimes used in the sense 
of motive. This seems to be the case, for instance, in the phrase 
‘though endeavoured with best intentions,” as used by Milton in his 
Mode of Establishing a Free Commonwealth, § 4. 

2 The more advanced student, on the other hand, may profitably 
consult Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, Book II., chap. ii., Book III., 
chap. i., and Book IV., chap. i, Seealso Martineau’s Zypes of Ethical 
Theory, Part II., Book I., chap. vi., § 15, and lxternational Journal 
of Ethics, Vol. 1V., nos. I and 2. 

® Metaphysic of Mor als, section IT. 

4 Cf. Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, Book III1., chap. v., § 252. 
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action. The motive may be part of what I have called the 
unconscious intention. The best actions are often done 
without any thought of their final end. We shall see in 
the next chapter that it was a characteristic of the extreme 
rigorism of Kant’s system, that he did not allow such 
unconscious performance of duty to rank as moral at all. 

§ 12. CHaracTEeR.—So far, we have regarded the moral 
judgment as being passed upon particular actions.! We 
have seen, however, in noticing the views of Mill, that we 
also pass judgment upon the dzsposztion or character of the 
agent. There is nothing inconsistent in this, as we shall 
shortly see; for particular acts of will are simply expressions 
of the general character ; so that in judging particular acts 
we are implicitly judging character, and a general judgment 
on character is simply a summing up of these particular 
judgments. But a man’s character is not fully expressed 
in any one act of will; and consequently the moral judg- 
ment which has to be passed on one of his actions may not 
fairly represent the judgment which ought to be passed on 
his general character. A man’s character is constituted by 
the motives on which he habitually acts, ze. by his pre- 
dominant zxzeres¢s or inducements to action; and in judging 
of his character it is on these interests that we pronounce 
our verdict. The meaning of this, however, will become 
clearer after reading some of the following chapters.” 

We must now endeavour to determine the nature of our 
supreme end. 

1 7, ¢., as we have seen, upon particular cases of a person acting, not 


merely upon particular cases of a thing done. 
2 See especially chap. v., § 9. 


CHAPTER IV. 
DUTY. 


*¢Stern Lawgiver! yet thou dost wear 
The Godhead’s most benignant grace.” —-WoRDSWORTH. 


§ 1. THE CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE.—It has already been 
stated that the imperative of duty is distinguished from other 
imperatives by the fact that it is categorical, and not simply 
hypothetical or assertorial. Kant was the first writer who 
made this truth prominent ;! and the inferences which he 
drew from it are so important that they seem to demand 
special notice at this point. 

Kant argued that, since the moral imperative is categorical, 
it cannot be derived from the consideration of any end 
outside of the will of the individual. For every external 
end is empirical, and could give rise only to a hypothetical 
imperative. We should only be entitled to say that, zf we 
seek that end, we are bound to act in a particular way, with 
a view to its attainment. Kant held, therefore, that the 
absolute imperative of duty has no reference to any external 
ends to which the will is directed, but simply to the right 
direction of the will itself. This view, though most clearly 
worked out by Kant, has been held also by a number of 
other moralists, and is commonly known as the intuitional 
theory. Before making any further reference to the way 
in which this theory was developed by Kant, it may be 


1 In his Adetaphysic of Morals, section II. 
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worth while to make a few remarks on the general point of 
view of intuitional writers. 

§ 2. InruITIONIsM. — Intuitionism! may be described 
generally as the theory that actions are right or wrong 
according to their own intrinsic nature, and not in virtue 
of any ends outside themselves which they tend to realize. 
Thus, truth-speaking would be regarded as a duty, not 
because it is essential for social well-being, but because it 
is right in its own nature.2. This theory has been held in 
various forms, more or less philosophical in character. For 
a full account of these forms reference must be made to 
histories of Ethics and Philosophy.? Here it is only possible 
to notice a:few of the leading points. 

§ 3. THE Morat Sense.—One very common form of ° 


1 From Latin, zztuerz, to look at. The intuitionists hold that we per- 
ceive the rightness or wrongness of actions by simply looking at them, 
without needing to consider their relations to any ends outside themselves. 

2 It should be observed that there is a certain ambiguity in the use 
of the term Intuitionism. It is employed in a wider and in a narrower 
sense. In the narrower sense, it means a doctrine which traces our 
moral judgments to some unanalyzable form of Zerception, some moral 
sense. In this acceptation of the term, Kant was not an intuitionist ; 
for he rested the moral judgment on the practical reason, not on per- 
ception. But in the wider sense explained above, he may be charac- 
terized as an intuitionist. or historical purposes it is generally 
desirable to keep Kant apart from the intuitionist writers ; because his 
theory marks a new departure in ethical thought, and in the hands of 
his immediate successors led to results very far removed from those of 
the intuitionists. But for our present purpose it seems most convenient 
to regard Kant as simply the most rational of the intuitionists. 

> For the best modern statement of the intuitionist doctrine, the 
student should consult Martineau’s Zypes of Ethical Theory, Part II. 
An excellent criticism of intuitionism will be found in Sidgwick’s 
Methods of Ethics, Book I., chaps. viii. and ix., and Book III. For 
the history of the subject, see Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, especially 
pp. 224—236. Also pp. 170—204. Calderwood’s Handbook of Morat 
Philosophy may also be referred to. 
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intuitionism is that which postulates the existence of a 
moral sense, analogous to the sense of beauty. The plaust- 
bility of this view arises from the fact that in a well-developed 
character the habit of obedience to the moral law becomes 
a second nature, so that the choice of the nght and the 
avoidance of the wrong passes almost into a kind of instinct. 
The inadequacy of the moral sense as a basis of morals, 
however, becomes at once apparent when we endeavour to 
determine definitely what principles are laid down by it. 
The content of the moral sense is found to vary very con- 
siderably in different ages and countries; and even at the 
same time and place the rules that are laid down by it are 
of a very uncertain character.2_ Reflection shows, moreover, 
that these variations are not arbitrary, but have a distinct 
reference to the utility of actions under varying conditions 
for the realization of human welfare. This has been well 
brought out in the very thorough examination of Common 
Sense Morality which is given in Dr. Sidgwick’s Methods of 
Ethics. From this it appears that the moral sense must 
not be regarded as a blind faculty, laying down principles 

1 Shaftesbury was the founder of this school, and its subsequent 
development was due chiefly to Hutcheson. See Sidgwick’s Aistory 
of Ethics, p. 189, It is scarcely necessary to point out that the meaning 
of the term ‘‘sense,” as here used, is different from that in which we 
speak of the sense of taste, touch, sight, &c. The latter ‘‘senses” are 
concerned simply with the apprehension of particular qualities of 
objects; whereas the moral sense or the sense of beauty passes jude- 
ment on such qualities. The meaning of calling it a moral sense is 
merely to imply that it is an 2v¢zztive faculty of judgment. Similarly, 
we might say that the judgments of the epicure or of the tea-taster rest 
upon a sense; but it is not on the mere ‘‘sense of taste” that such 
judgments rest, since they involve a staxdard as well as an apprehension. 

2 See Locke’s Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Book I., 
chap. iii., and Spencer’s Principles of Ethics, Part II. 


3 See especially Book III., chap. xi., fora summary of Dr. Sidgwick’s 
carefully reasoned conclusions on this point, 
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for our guidance which are not capable of any further 
analysis or justification. On the contrary, the principles 
which it lays down can be rationally justified and explained. 

Of course, it does not follow from this that the moral 
sense may not, nghtly enough, be regarded as a kind of 
taste. For the sense of beauty, as well as the sense of 
rightness, is capable of being explained and justified. 
Though it is commonly said that “there is no disputing 
about tastes,” yet we do habitually dispute about them, and 
pronounce them to be right or wrong. The moral taste, 
therefore, is so far quite analogous to the esthetic taste, 
and it may be quite correct to refer to it as a sense.? But 
since it is not simply an inexplicable sense, but is capable 
of a rational explanation, no ethical theory can be regarded 


1 Using the term ‘‘taste,” of course, in that secondary sense in 
which we speak of ‘‘good taste.” It is not a taste like that which 
simply apprehends savour, but a taste like that of the tea-taster, who 
judges the qualities of teas by a kind of intuitive perception. 

2 On this point, Z what is said below in Chapter xvi. Even com- 
plex intellectual processes become, after long practice, scarcely dis- 
tinguishable from intuitive perceptions. A man who is highly skilled 
in any art seems to see at a glance what requires to be done on any 
given occasion. Yet we do not postulate a sewse in such cases, because 
we know that the judgments of the expert rest in reality on rational 
grounds (though frequently he might not be able to give any clear 
account of the grounds of his own judgment). An illustration of a 
similar fact may be found in ‘‘ Lord Mansfield’s advice to a man of 
practical good sense, who, being appointed governor of a colony, had 
to preside in its Court of Justice, without previous judicial practice or 
legal education. The advice was to give his decision boldly, for it 
would probably be right ; but never to venture on assigning reasons, 
for they would almost infallibly be wrong” (Mill’s Logic, Book IL., 
chap. iii., §3). In such a case the reasons of the action are latent ; but 
no one would doubt that reasons could be found. So in the moral life 
the good man seems to see instinctively in many cases what he ought to 
do, and frequently could not give any reason. It is this fact that 
makes it appear as if there were some special ‘‘ moral sense” involved. 
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as thorough which simply treats it as a sense and does not 
endeavour to explain it. Moreover, what can be explained 
can usually also be criticized. When the sense of beauty, 
for instance, has been explained, it is possible to criticize 
the sense of beauty as it is found in particular individuals ; 
and to determine that the esthetic taste of some men is 
good, while that of others is defective. Similarly, when the 
moral sense is explained, it will naturally be possible to pass 
judgment on the moral tastes of different individuals and 
even of different ages and nations. For these reasons, then, 
a system of ethics which simply rests content with the idea 
of a moral sense, can scarcely be regarded as satisfactory. 

§ 4. ConsciENCE.—The term “conscience” is sometimes 
used in such a way as to be synonymous with the ‘“ moral 
sense”; but in general those writers who have spoken 
rather of conscience! than of the moral sense as the 
foundation of morals, have meant to indicate a principle 
that lies somewhat deeper than any mere ethical taste. 
However different may be the moral sense of different times 
and races, it is yet often possible to bring them to a 
common basis of agreement; just as, indeed, such a basis 
of agreement is often possible in the case of the sense of 
beauty. A man whose sense of beauty is defective may 
often be made aware of the deficiency by the presentation 
of a higher ideal. His sense of beauty, at first latent, may 
thus be cultivated and developed; and the same is true 
with regard to the sense of moral excellence. Now this 
higher ideal may be partly reached by a process of reasoning 
—by showing, for instance, that there is some inconsistency 
in our ordinary standards of judgment, and by thus sug- 


1 Especially Butler. See Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 198— 
200. Cf. also what is said below on the difference between Fichte and 
Jacobi, p. 63, zzode. 
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gesting the necessity for some deeper standard ; but some- 
times also the higher ideal may simply be reached by an 
appeal to those deeper feelings of humanity which lie 
beneath those principles on which our ordinary judgments 
rest. The appeal to these deeper feelings, which are often 
latent until they are called forth by some special stimulus, 
is what is generally meant by an appeal to conscience. 
Conscience, therefore, in this acceptation of the term, must 
be regarded as lying deeper than the moral sense. What 
exactly such an appeal to conscience means, and what is its 
justification, we must now further inquire. 

§ 5. THE INDIVIDUAL AND THE UNIVERSAL CONSCIENCE. 
When conscience is referred to as the fundamental principle 
of morals, we must not understand it to mean the conscience 
of this or that individual. The conscience of any particular 
individual is simply the consciousness of the harmony or 
disharmony of his action with his own standard of right: 
and if this standard is defective, the same defect will appear 
in the conscience. His conscience may be, in Mr. Ruskin’s 
phrase, ‘“‘the conscience of an ass.” The man who does 
not act conscientiously certainly acts wrongly: he does not 
conform even to his own standard of rightness. But a man 
may act conscientiously and yet act wrongly, on account of 
some imperfection in his standard. One who acts con- 
scientiously in accordance with some defective standard is 
generally known as a “fanatic.” 4 

When, however, Kant says that “ an erring conscience is a 
chimera,” 2 or when Butler says of the conscience that “if it 

1 Cf. above, chap. iii., § 10. It is there explained that we judge the 


action to be wrong because it is not done from the best motive. It 
may, however, appear to the agent to be the best. See also below, 
chap. ix., § 13. 

2 See the Preface to his Afetaphysical Elements of Ethics (Abbott’s 
translation), pp. 311 and 321. 
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had power, as it has manifest authority, it would absolutely 
govern the world,”! or when, in general, intuitional writers 
refer to the conscience as the supreme principle of morals, 
what they mean by conscience is rather what may be called the 
universal conscience. ‘They mean that ultimate recognition 
of the rightness and wrongness of actions, which is latent in 
all men, but which in some men is more fully developed 
than in others. The principles by which this recognition is 
made are sometimes referred to as principles of Common 
Sense, because they are supposed to be common or universal 
throughout the whole human race. Such principles must 
be carefully distinguished from the principles that are found 
in the moral sense, which are not common to all men, but 
vary with different times and countries and circumstances.? 
§ 6. PRincIPLES OF Common SensE.—The principles of 
common sense have been referred to by some writers 3 as if 
they were simply certain moral truths which are found un- 


1 Sermon II. Cf. Calderwood’s Handbook of Moral Philosophy, 
pp. 271—274. 

2 It will thus be seen that there is a certain ambiguity in the use of 
the term ‘conscience.’ There is another ambiguity, to which we shall 
have occasion to refer by and by. Conscience is frequently, perhaps 
even generally, understood to denote, not the principles of moral judg- 
ment, but the feeling of pain which accompanies the violation of moral 
law. When we speak of ‘‘ the voice of conscience,” and of conscience 
as laying down laws, we are of course not speaking of it as a mere 
feeling of pain, but as containing principles in accordance with which 
we form our moral judgments. The confusion which results from this 
ambiguity in the use of the term is well brought out by Mr. Muirhead 
in his Zlements of Ethics, p. 73. Cf. also Porter’s Elements of Moral 
Science, p. 246. And see below, chap. ix., § 13. 

3 Especially Reid and the other members of the so-called Scotch 
School. See Sidgwick’s Aistory of Ethics, pp. 226—233. Dr. 
Martineau’s theory is essentially a carrying out of this view. On the 
other hand, such a book as Janet’s Theory of Morals represents a more 
rational interpretation of the intuitional principles. 
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accountably in the consciousness of mankind. Against this 
view there is the same objection as there is against the corre- 
sponding view with regard to intellectual truth. It conflicts 
with a principle which is deeper than any other principle of 
common sense can well be—the principle, namely, that the 
world must be regarded as an intelligible system of which a 
definite account can be given before the bar of reason. If 
this principle is a mistaken one, it is hard to believe that 
there can be any other that has a deeper claim to be 
regarded as of universal validity. 

But the view which holds that there are certain universal 
principles of moral truth in the human consciousness is not 
necessarily pledged to regard these principles as unintelligible. 
Just as Kant held that there are certain principles of intel- 
lectual truth—what he called categories—which belong to 
the nature of all intelligent beings as such, so it may be held 
also that there are certain universal principles of moral 
truth. And just as the categories of our intellectual life 
may be deduced from the very nature of thought, so also 
the principles of our moral life may be capable of a rational 
deduction. There may be principles of our moral life which 
are as obvious to us, when we reflect upon them, as that 
2 + 2 = 4, or that every event must have a cause; and yet 
it may be possible, as in these latter cases it is, to see, on 
further reflection, why it is that these principles are obvious. 
In these cases the intuitions of the moral consciousness 
would in reality be due to a kind of rational insight. They 
would be a manifestation of what might be called moral 
reason. This is the view of the deeper intuitionists, of 
whom Clarke may be taken as a type.! The clearest and 


4 See Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 179—184, A similar view 
seems to be represented by Janet in his 7Zeory of Morals, Book III., 
chap. iv. Janet holds that, in spite of the apparent diversities of moral 
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most suggestive expression of this ‘view is that which was 
given by Kant; and it is to his expression of it alone that 
it will be worth our while here to devote any attention. 

§ 7%. Kant’s View or THE Mora REason.—Kant’s con- 
tention was that, since the moral imperative is an absolute 
command, it cannot be dependent on any empirical con- 
ditions. All particular empirical facts are contingent. It is 
conceivable that they may or may not exist. Consequently, 
if the moral imperative were dependent on any such facts, 
it also would be contingent, and could not be an absolute 
law. It follows from this that the moral law cannot have 
any particular content. It cannot tell us any particular 
things that we are to do or to abstain from doing ; because 
all particular things have in them an empirical and con- 
tingent element, and the moral law can have no reference 
to any such element. Hence the moral law cannot tell us 
what the madfer or content of our actions ought to be: it 
can only instruct us with regard to the form. But a pure 
form, without any matter, must be simply the form of law 
in general. That is to say, the moral law can tell us 
nothing more than that we are to act in a way that is con- 
formable to law. And this means simply that our actions 
must have a certain self-consistency—~z. e. that the principles 
on which we act must be principles that we can adopt 
throughout the whole of our lives, and that we can apply to 
the lives of others. Kant is thus led to give as the content of 
the categorical imperative this formula—‘ Act only on that 


sentiment in different peoples brought out by such writers as Locke and 
Spencer, there are yet certain latent principles which are the same in 
all men, and to which afinal appeal may be made. This view seems not 
inconsistent with the recognition that particular individuals and races 
may have a very imperfect apprehension of the ultimate principles 
involved in their moral judgments. 
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maxim (or principle) which thou canst at the same time 
will to become a universal law.” } 

He illustrates the application of this formula by taking 
such a case as that of breaking promises. It is wrong to 
break a promise, because the breach of a promise is a kind 
of action which could not be universalized. If it were a 
universal rule that every one were to break his promise, 
whenever he felt inclined, no one would place any reliance 
on promises. Promises, in fact, would cease to be made. 
And of course if they were not made they could not be 
broken. Hence it would be impossible for every one to 
break his promise. And since it is impossible for every 
one, it must be wrong for any one. ‘The essence of wrong- 
doing consists in making an exception. 

Similarly, it may easily be shown that we could not, with- 
out a certain absurdity, have universal suicide,? or universal 
stealing, or even universal indifference to the misfortunes of 
others. Since, then, we cannot really will that such acts 
should be done by every one, we have no right to will that 
we ourselves should do them. In fact, the moral law is— 
Act only in such a way as you could will that every one 
else should act under the same general conditions, 

§ 8. Criticism oF Kant. (1) ormality.—It seems clear 
that the principle laid down by Kant affords in many cases 
a safe negative guide in conduct. If we cannot will that all 
men should, under like conditions, act as we are doing, we 
may generally be sure that we are acting wrongly. When, 
however, we endeavour to extract positive guidance from 
the formula—when we try to ascertain, by means of it, not 
merely what we should abstain from doing, but what we 


1 Metaphysic of Morals, section II. 
2 This is one of the most difficult points to prove in at all a satis- 
factory way. Kant’s argument is ingenious, but hardly convincing, 
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should do—it begins to appear that it is merely a formal 
principle,! from which no definite matter can be derived ; 
and further consideration may lead us to see that it cannot 
even give us quite satisfactory negative guidance. 

We must first observe, however, what was the exact 
meaning that Kant put upon his principle. It is evident 
that it might be interpreted in two very different ways. It 
might be taken to refer to general sfecies of conduct, or it 
might be taken to refer to particular acts, with all the 
limitations of time, place, and circumstance. It was in the 
former sense that the principle was understood by Kant ;? 
but it is well to bear in mind that there is also a possibility 
of the latter interpretation. The difference between the 
two might be illustrated, for instance, in the case of stealing. 
According to the former interpretation, stealing must in 
all cases be condemned, because its principle cannot be 
universalized. According to the latter interpretation, it 
would be necessary, in each particular instance in which 
there is a temptation to steal, to consider whether it is 
possible to will that every human being should steal, zhen 
placed under precisely similar conditions. The former inter- 
pretation would evidently give us a very strict view of 


1 See the criticisms on Kant in Mill’s Utelitarianism, chap. i., p. 5, 
Bradley’s Ethical Studies, pp. 139 sqg., Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, 
pp. 78—82, Muirhead’s Llements of Ethics, pp. 120—124, Adamson’s 
Philosophy of Kant, pp. 119-20, &c. For a full discussion of Kant’s 
doctrine on this point, see Caird’s Crztécal Philosophy of Kant, Book II., 
chap. ii. Mr. Abbott, in his translation of Kant’s Theory of Ethics, 
pp. xlix—lv, partly defends Kant’s point of view, but does not succeed 
in showing that it leads to results that are practically helpful. 

2 The reason why Kant took this view is, that he thought that a man 
ought not only to be able to will that the principle of his action should 
be universally adopted, but that it should be made into @ Jaw of nature. 
To discuss the ground on which he held this opinion, would carry us 
beyond the scope of this manual. 
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duty, while the latter might easily give us a very lax 
one, 

Now if we accept, as Kant does, the former of these two 
interpretations, it seems clear that the principle is a purely 
formal one, from which the particular matter of conduct 
cannot be extracted. In order to apply it at all, we must 
presuppose a certain given material! Thus, in order to 
show that stealing leads to self-contradiction, we must pre- 
suppose the existence of property. It is inconsistent to 
take the property of another, if we recognize the legitimacy 
of private property; but if any one denies this, there is no 
inconsistency in his acting accordingly. In order to apply 
Kant’s principle, therefore, it is necessary first to know 
what presuppositions we are entitled to make. Otherwise, 
there is scarcely any action which might not be shown to 
lead to inconsistency. For instance, the relief of distress, 
the effort after the moral improvement of society, and the 
like, might be said to lead to inconsistency; for if every 
one were engaged in these actions, it would be unnecessary 
for any one to engage in them. ‘They are necessary only 
because they are neglected. The only difference between 
these cases and that of theft or of promise-breaking, is that 
in the one set of cases the abolition of the activity would 

1 Kant was partly aware of this, and in his later treatment of the 
subject seeks to derive the positive part of moral obligation from the 
consideration of the twofold end—our own Perfection and the Happi- 
ness of others—and also from the general principles of Jurisprudence. 
See Abbott, pp. 296—302. Thus, the positive side of duty would be 
derived largely from utilitarian considerations, while the moral reason 
would simply urge us to be self-consistent. Kant’s view thus approxi- 
mated to that developed in recent times by Dr. Sidgwick. See below, 
chap. vi. But on this point, as on many others, Kant kept the different 
sides of his theory in separate compartments of his mind, and never 
really brought them together. Cf. Caird’s Critical Philosophy of Kant, 
Book II., chaps. vi. and vii. 
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lead to what is regarded as a desirable result—the cessation 
of distress or immorality; while in the other set of cases it 
would lead to what is regarded as an undesirable result— 
the cessation of property or of promises. But when we 
ask why the one result is to be regarded as desirable and 
the other as undesirable, there is no answer from the 
Kantian point of view. All that the Kantian principle 
enables us to say is that, assuming certain kinds of conduct 
to be in general right, we must not make exceptions on our 
own behalf. 

If, on the other hand, we were to adopt the second of 
the two possible interpretations of the principle of con- 
sistency, it would not be possible to derive from it even 
this very moderate amount of instruction. For to say that 
we are always to act in such a way that we could will that 
all other human beings, under exactly the same conditions, 
should act similarly, is merely to say that we are to act ina 
way that we approve. Whenever a man approves of his 
own course of action, he zéso facto wills that any one else 
in like conditions should do likewise. Consequently, from 
this principle no rule of conduct whatever can be derived. It 
simply throws us back upon the morality of common sense. 

The pure will of Kant, being thus entirely formal, and 
destitute of particular content, has been well described by 
Jacobi as a “will that wills zothing.” ? 

§ 9. Criticism or Kant (continued). (2) Stringency.—Not 
only is the Kantian principle open to the charge of being 
purely formal, it has also the defect of giving rise to a code 
of morals of a much stricter character than that which the 


1 Or upon utilitarian considerations. See preceding note. It may 
be remarked that this difficulty in Kant arises from the dualism of his 
philosophical point of view. 

2 See Caird’s Critical Philosophy of Kant, vol. ii., p..216, note, 
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moral sense of the best men! seems to demand. Of course 
this cannot be regarded as a fatal criticism; for it may be 
that that moral sense is deficient. Still on the whole any 
conflict with that sense must be regarded as a primd facte 
presumption against an ethical system in which it occurs ; 
and along with other criticisms, may help to overthrow it. 
Now there are two distinct ways in which the Kantian 
system appears to be much too rigorous. 

(az) In the first place, according to the Kantian view no 
conduct can be regarded as truly virtuous which rests on 
feeling. Conduct is right only in so far as it is dictated by 
the moral reason; and the moral reason is a purely formal 
principle, which has no connection with any of the feelings 
or passions of human nature. But much of the conduct 
that men commonly praise, springs rather from feeling than 
from any direct application of reason.2 This has been 
beautifully expressed by Wordsworth in his Ode to Duty— 


‘There are who ask not if thine eye 
Be on them; who, in love and truth, 
Where no misgiving is, rely 
Upon the genial sense of youth: 


1 Our English moralists are fond of referring to the opinions of 
‘the plain man.” But it depends a good deal on the character of 
“the plain man” whether his opinions on moral questions are worth 
considering. 

2 Kant’s point of view might be illustrated by the famous declaration 
of Sir T. Browne in his Relig?o Medict: ‘*I give no alms to satisfy the 
hunger of my brother, but to fulfil and accomplish the will and command 
of my God.” Contrast this attitude with that of the philanthropist who 
is actuated simply by love of those whom he seeks to benefit, and it is 
at once evident, even to the plainest common sense, that the latter is 
immeasurably the higher of the two. Indeed, it would scarcely be a 
paradox to say that, in such cases, the more purely a man is guided by 
love, and the less conscious he is of performing a duty, the better his 
action is, But see next note. 
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Glad hearts! without reproach or blot ; 
Who do thy work, and know it not.”? 


Kant, resting duty upon a formal principle of reason, does 
not recognize the possibility of such an attitude as this. 
This defect was early perceived by the poet Schiller, an 
ardent student of the Kantian system, who expressed his 
dissatisfaction in the form of an epigram. He supposes an 
ethical inquirer to bring the following difficulty before a 
Kantian philosopher— 


‘*Willingly serve I my friends, but I do it, alas! with affection. 
Hence I am plagued with the doubt, virtue I have not attained.” 


And he represents him as receiving the following answer— 


‘‘This is your only resource, you must stubbornly seek to abhor them. 
Then you can do with disgust that which the law may enjoin.” 


Of course this is a gross exaggeration of Kant’s position ; 
for he would not demand the presence of abhorrence, nor 
even the absence of affection. Still, it is true that he did 
not recognize the possibility of the performance of duty 


1 Schiller has an even more emphatic utterance on the same point in 
his poem Der Genius, beginning, ‘‘ Must I distrust my impulse?” and 
ending, ‘‘ What thou pleasest to do, is thy law.” His criticism is more 
philosophically expressed in the treatise, Ueber Anmuth und Wiirde, 
where he says, among other things, that ‘‘ Man not only may but should 
bring pleasure and duty into relation to one another; he should obey 
his reason with joy.’’ Of course, it would be easy to carry all this to the 
opposite extreme from that represented by Kant; and perhaps Kant’s 
is the less dangerous extreme of the two. The over-indulgent parent, 
for instance, cannot be justified by a mere appeal to an impulse of 
affection. All that we are entitled to say is that a man will often be led 
to the performance of duty by affection far more effectively than by the 
consciousness of law, and that duty so performed does not thereby cease 
to be duty ; and further, that the highest forms of duty, involving love, 
are not compatible with the absence of affection, and cannot be satis- 
factorily done from mere respect forlaw. Cf. Janet’s Theory of Morals, 
Book III., chap. v. ; and see below, pp. 70 and 84, and chap. xi., § 10. 


§ 9.] DUTY. 63 


from feeling as contrasted with the performance of it from 
the mere sense of duty given by the moral reason. 

(6) Another respect in which the rigour of Kant’s point 
of view appears, is this, that he permits of no exceptions to 
his moral imperatives. Now the moral sense of the best 
men seems to say that there is no commandment, however 
sacred (unless it be the commandment of love), that does 
not under certain circumstances release its claims. This 
objection was very forcibly put by Jacobi in an indignant 
protest against the Kantian system, which he addressed to 
Fichte.! ‘‘ Yes,” -he exclaims, “I am the Atheist, the God- 
less one,-who, in spite of the will that wills nothing, am 
ready to lie as the dying Desdemona lied; to lie and 
deceive like Pylades, when he pretended to be Orestes; 
to murder like Timoleon; to break law and oath like 
Epaminondas, like John de Witt; to commit suicide with 
Otho and sacrilege with David,—yea, to rub the ears of 
corn on the Sabbath day, merely because I am hungry, and 
because tie law ts made for the sake of man and not man 
Jor the sake of the law. J am that Godless one, and I 
deride the philosophy that calls me Godless for such 

1 It may be observed that Fichte himself, though a disciple of Kant, 
laid stress chiefly on the Kantian dzctum that ‘‘an erring conscience is 
a chimera,” and regarded the command to ‘‘ follow conscience”’ as the 
supreme moral principle. He regarded conscience, moreover, not as a 
principle which Jays down merely formal imperatives, but rather as one 
which bids us advance along the line of rational development. Fichte 
was thus rather a representative of the school of idealistic evolution, 
referred to below in chap. vil. For this reason, Janet remarks ( Zheory 
of Morals, p. 264) that Jacobi ought to have regarded Fichte as 
essentially in agreement with himself. For Jacobi also appealed to the 
heart or moral sense of the individual. But surely what Fichte meant 
by the ‘‘ conscience” was a rational and universal principle of guidance, 
very different from a mere heart or moral sense. Cf Adamson’s Fichte, 
pp. 193 sgg.; Schwegler’s History of Philosophy, pp. 273-4; Erdmann’s 
History of Philosophy, vol. ii., pp. 514-16. 
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reasons, both it and its Supreme Being; for with the 
holiest certitude that I have in me, I know that the pre- 
rogative of pardon in reference to such transgressions of 
the letter of the absolute law of reason, is the characteristic 
royal right of man, the seal of his dignity and of his divine 
nature.” Jacobi held, therefore, that man is not called 
upon to act “in blind obedience to the law.” He is 
entitled to appeal from pure reason to the heart, which is 
indeed the only “faculty of ideas that are not empty.” 
“This heart,” he says, “the Transcendental Philosophy will 
not be allowed to tear out of my breast, in order to set a 
pure impulse of Egoism in its place. I am not one to 
allow myself to be freed from the dependence of love, in 
order to have my blessedness in pride alone.” 

To what extent this view of Jacobi is justifiable, will 
probably become more apparent as we proceed. In reality, 
it is quite as one-sided as the view of Kant to which it is 
opposed. It calls attention, however, to the undue rigour 
of Kant’s principle, in admitting of no exceptions to his 
moral imperatives. But indeed, even apart from such 
considerations as Jacobi has adduced, it must be tolerably 
apparent that the rigour of the Kantian system, in excluding 
all exceptions, overshoots the mark. For many actions in 
ordinary life are right simply because they ave exceptions. 
Many instances of heroic self-sacrifice would be unjustifiable 
if every one were to perform them. When it is right for a 
man to devote his life to a great cause, it is usually right 
just because it may be assumed that no one else will do it. 
Or take the case of celibacy.! For every one to abstain 


1 Cf. Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics, Book IV., chap. v., §3; and 
Abbott’s translation of Kant’s Theory of Ethics, pp. liii sgg. The 
student should observe carefully where the inconsistency comes in here 
—viz, in the principle (or maxim) itself, not in its mere reszlés. 
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from marriage would be inconsistent with the continuance 
of the human race on earth ; consequently, any one who 
abstained from marriage for the sake of some benefit to 
posterity would, from Kant’s point of view, be acting incon- 
sistently ; yet it seems clear that it is not the duty of every 
one to marry, and even that it is the duty of some to 
abstain,—and to abstain, too, for the sake of posterity. 

It appears, then, that the Kantian principle, interpreted 
in this way, is much too stringent. On the other hand, if 
we were to accept the other interpretation, it would be too 
lax. For it would then admit of every conceivable exception 
that we could will to be universally allowed under precisely 
similar conditions ; and this would include everything that 
human beings do,! except when they are consciously doing 
what they know cannot be justified by any rational plea. 

§ 10. Rea SIGNIFICANCE OF THE KANTIAN PRINCIPLE.— 
We must not, however, conclude from this that the Kantian 
principle is to be entirely rejected. There is a sense 
in which it is a quite complete criterion of the rightness 
of an action to ask whether it can be consistently carried 
out. Our moral action is in this respect exactly similar to 
our intellectual life. An error cannot be consistently carried 
out, and neither can a sin. But in both cases alike the test 
is not that of mere formal consistency. We may take up 
an erroneous idea and hold consistently to it, so long as we 
confine ourselves to that particular idea. The inconsistency 
comes in only when we try to fit the erroneous idea into 

1 For instance, a man might be dishonest in business, and justify 
himself by saying that the principle on which he acted was, that a 
shrewd man is entitled to overreach a careless one. If he had perfect 
confidence in his own shrewdness, he might be quite willing that this 
principle should be universally carried out; and at the same time he 
might uphold the general principle of respect for the rights of others, 


subject only to this particular limitation. 
M. E. G 
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the scheme of the world as a whole. It is with that scheme 
that error is inconsistent. In like manner in our moral life 
we may take up a false principle of action, and we may 
carry it out consistently, and even will that all others should 
act in accordance with it, so long as we confine our attention 
to that particular action and its immediate consequences. 
But so soon as we go beyond this, and consider its bearing 
on the whole scheme of life, it becomes apparent that we 
could not will that it should be universalized. The reason 
is, not that the action is inconsistent with itself, but rather 
that it is inconsistent with ¢he seJf—z.e. with the unity of our 
lives asa systematic whole. But then we have at once to ask 
—How are we to know what is and what is not consistent 
with this unity? What can we, and what can we not, desire 
to see universally carried out? This question cannot be 
answered. by any mere consideration of formal consistency. 
We must inquire into the nature of our desires—z. e. we must 
introduce matter as well as form. We must ask, in other 
words, what is the nature of the self with which we have to 
be consistent. 

In order to answer this question, we must proceed in the 
next chapter to investigate the nature of Will and Desire. 


1 It should be observed that Kant to some extent advanced towards 
the point of view here indicated; especially by his conception of 
Humanity as an absolute end, and still more by the pregnant idea of all 
rational beings as constituting a Avngdom of ends. Metaphysic of 
Morals, Sect. IJ. (Abbott’s translation, pp. 46—59). But the persistent 
dualism of Kant’s system prevented him from recognizing the full 
significance of the advance which he had thus suggested ; and _ his 
principle remained formal after all, Cf Caird’s Critical Philosophy of 
Kant, vol. ii, pp. 218—226. For a more recent criticism of Kant’s 
ethical position, see Simmel’s Zizdeitiung in die Moralwissenschaft, 
Vol. II., chap. v. 
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NOTE ON KANT. 


Kant’s view is rightly characterized by Bradley (Zthical Studies, 
Essay IV.) as that of ‘* Duty for Duty’s Sake,” and is contrasted with 
the utilitarian view (Essay III.), which is described as that of ‘* Pleasure 
for Pleasure’s Sake.” Professor Dewey, in like manner, describes the 
Kantian system (Ou¢lines of Ethics, p. 78) as furnishing us with merely 
‘Formal Ethics,” and as being a “theory which attempts to find the 
good not only in the will itself, but in the will irrespective of any end 
to be reached by the will.” Mr. Muirhead (Zlements of Ethics, p. 
112 sgg.) has also described the Kantian theory in similar terms, 
referring both to Bradley and to Dewey; but he has carried Bradley’s 
antithesis between the Kantian Ethics and utilitarianism to a some- 
what extreme point, even going so far as to characterize the Kantian 
view of the supreme good by means of the heading, ‘‘The End as 
Self-Sacrifice.” This appears to me to be an exaggeration. Kant con- 
sidered that we must do our duty out of pure respect for the law of 
reason, and not from any anticipation of pleasure ; but he nowhere, so 
far as I am aware, suggests that there is any merit in the adsence of 
pleasure. On the contrary, though he does not regard happiness as the 
direct end at which the virtuous man is to aim, he yet believes that, in 
any complete account of the supreme human good, happiness must be 
included as well as virtue—though in subordination to virtue. Indeed, 
he even considered that, unless we had grounds for believing that the 
two elements—virtue and happiness—are ultimately to be found united, 
the very foundation of morality would be destroyed. Thus he says,? 
“In the sammum bonum which is practical for us, z. e. to be realized 
by our will, virtue and happiness are thought as necessarily combined, 
so that the one cannot be assumed by pure practical reason without the 
other also being attached to it. Now this combination (like every 
other) is either avalytical or synthetical. It has been shown that it 
cannot be analytical ;* it must then be synthetical, and more particularly, 


1 Jt should be noted, however, that the account given by Mr. 
Bradley in this chapter of the theory of ‘‘ Duty for Duty’s Sake” is not, 
and is not intended to be, an exact statement of the position of Kant. 

2 Critique of Practical Reason, Part I., Book II., chap. ii., § 1. 
Abbott’s translation of Kant’s Theory of Ethics, third edition, p- 209. 

3 7. e. that happiness is not directly included in virtue, or virtue in 


happiness, 
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must be conceived as the connection of cause and effect, since it con- 
cerns a practical good, 7. ¢. one that is possible by means of action ; 
consequently either the desire of happiness must be the motive to 
maxims of virtue,! or the maxim of virtue must be the efficient cause of 
happiness. .The first is absolutely impossible, because (as was proved 
in the Analytic) maxims which place the determining principle of the 
will in the desire of personal happiness are not moral at all, and no 
virtue can be founded on them. But the second is also tmfossible, 
because the practical connection of causes and effects in the world, as the 
result of the determination of the will, does not depend upon the moral 
dispositions of the will, but on the knowledge of the laws of nature and 
the physical power to use them for one’s purposes; consequently we 
cannot expect in the world by the most punctilious observance of the 
moral laws any necessary connection of happiness with virtue, adequate 
to the summum bonum. Now as the promotion of this sammum bonum, 
the conception of which contains this connection, is 2 priorz a necessary 
object of our will, and inseparably attached to the moral law, the impossi- 
bility of the former must prove the falsity of the latter. If then the 
supreme good is not possible by practical rules, then the moral law also 
‘which commands us to promote it is directed to vain imaginary ends, 
and must consequently be false.” 

Kant’s view, then, was that the supreme aim of the virtuous man is 
simply that of conforming to this law of reason—z. ¢., according to him, 
the law of formal consistency. He must not pursue virtue for the sake 
of happiness, but purely for the sake of duty. In this.sense Kant incul- 
cates self-sacrifice. But he does not regard self-sacrifice as the end. 
The end is conformity to law, obedience to reason. Further, Kant 
considers that though the virtuous man does not aim at happiness, yet 
the complete well-being ? of a human being includes happiness as well 
as virtue. And apparently he thought that if we had no ground for 
believing that the two elements are ultimately conjoined, the ground of 


1 This is what Kant denies; and it is only in this sense that he is 
fairly to be described as an ascetic, or as one who advocates self- 
sacrifice. 

2 Complete well-being (bonum consummatum) as distinguished from 
supreme well-being (sepremum bonum). The supreme good is virtue: 
the complete good is virtue + happiness. See Critigue of Practical 
Reason, Part I., Book II., chap. ii. (Abbott’s translation, p. 206). For 
a discussion of Kant’s view on this point, see Caird’s Critical Philosophy 
of Kant, Book II., chap. v. (vol. ii. pp. 289—314). 
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morality itself would be removed. For morality rests on a demand of 
reason ; and the possibility of attaining the sammum bonum is also a 
demand of reason. If the demands of reason were chimerical in the latter 
case, they would be equally discredited in the former.! He solves the 
difficulty by postulating the existence of God, ‘‘as the necessary condition 
of the possibility of the semmum bonum.” * 

From this it will be seen that Kant did not really regard self-sacrifice 
as the end. Indeed it may be doubted whether it has ever been 
regarded as an end by any serious school of moralists. Bentham, indeed 
(at least as represented by Dumont ®), contrasts his utilitarian theory 
with what he calls ‘‘the Ascetic Principle,” saying of the latter that 
“those who follow it have a horror of pleasures. Everything which 
gratifies the senses, in their view, is odious and criminal. They found 
morality upon privations, and virtue upon the renouncement of one’s 
self. In one word, the reverse of the partisans of utility, they approve 
everything which tends to diminish enjoyment, they blame everything 
which tends to augment it.” But this description would evidently not 
apply to Kant,4 nor perhaps to any school of moralists, if we except 
some of the extremest of the Cynics.° Bentham himself, in the passage 
from which the above extract is taken, does not refer to any philosophic 
writers, but only to the Jansenists and some other theologians. Even 
the Stoics® (to whom certainly Kant bears a strong resemblance”) did 


1 Observe the close resemblance between Kant’s view on this point 
and that of Butler. See Sidgwick’s Wzstory of Ethics, p.195-7. Kant, 
however, states the difficulty in a much more precise and profound 
form than that in which it is put by Butler. Kant’s attempted solution, 
in like manner, is characterized by immeasurably greater speculative 
depth. 

2 Kant, Joc. cit., section V. (Abbott, p. 221). 

3 Theory of Legislation, chap. ii. See also Principles of Morals and 
Legislation, chap. i. 

4 There is, indeed, a passage in the Methodology of Pure Practical 
Reason (Abbott’s translation, p. 254), in which Kant says that virtue is 
‘worth so much only because it costs so much.” But the context shows 
that his meaning is merely that the cost brings clearly to light the purity 
of the motive. 

5 See Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, p. 33-35. 

6 For an account of the Stoics, see Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, 
pp. 70—85. 

7 Cf Caird’s Critical Philosophy of Kant, vol. ii., pp. 222-3, &c. 
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not regard the sacrifice of happiness as in itself a good. On the 
contrary, as Kant himself remarks,1 both the Stoics and Epicureans 
were agreed in identifying virtue with happiness : only while the Epi- 
cureans held that the pursuit of happiness is virtue, the Stoics held, 
contrariwise, that the pursuit of virtue is happiness.” 

I have thought it desirable to dwell on this slight divergence between 
my view on this point and that stated in Mr. Muirhead’s Zlements, not 
for the purpose of emphasizing my disagreement, but rather to bring 
out the fundamental identity of our views. For if the reader will turn 
tothe passage in Mr. Muirhead’s book, I think he will easily see that the 
difference between us is merely superficial. Although Mr. Muirhead 
treats of the Kantian Ethics under the heading ‘‘ The End as Self- 
Sacrifice,” and refers to it as illustrating the ascetic principle in 
morals, yet his actual treatment of Kant’s fundamental position does 
not, I think, materially differ from that suggested in the present 
manual. Iam convinced, therefore, that our divergence on this point 
is little more than verbal. 

It is perhaps fair to add here that a partial reply to Schiller’s objec- 
tions (referred to above, p. 62) was made by Kant in his treatise on 
Religion within the Bounds of mere Reason.® (Kant there admits that 
a thoroughly virtuous man will love virtuous activities, and perform 
them with pleasure ; but he regards this as a mere vesz/¢ of action from 
the sense of duty. The man who acts from a sense of duty has a feeling 
of pleasure gradually superinduced. This admission obviates the grosser 
forms of the criticism that has been passed on Kant with regard to this 
point ; but it still leaves a fatal dualism between the law of reason and 
the affections of human kindness. In short, it still has the defect of 
emphasizing the mere isolated good will, instead of the good character# 
Cf. below, p. 84. 


1 Critique of Practical Reason, Part I., Book II., chap. ii. (Abbott’s 
translation, p. 208). 

2 Or at least that a certain form of happiness is an inseparable 
accident of the pursuit of virtue. See Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, 
pp. 83-4. 

3 Ch also Metaphysical Elements of Eihics (Abbott's translation ), pp. 
312-13. 

“ The point that it is specially important to remember is, that Kant 
always insists that duty must not be done from inclination. He never 
denies that it may be done wth inclination. Consequently, he is not 
properly an ascetic. 


CHAPTER V. 


WILL AND DESIRE, 


Tote piv ot” modoic ra ndéa paxerar Oia 7d ph gtost roavr’ eivat, 
row O& pidokadXotc éoriy Hea Ta hier 0éa.1—ARISTOTLE, 

§ 1. GENERAL Nature or DesirE.—Before we consider 
the way in which our desires are related to the will, it is 
necessary to determine precisely what we are to understand 
by the term desire. We must not, for instance, confound 
human desires with the mere appetites of an animal; and 
there are also several other minor distinctions which it is 
necessary to keep in view. We may say, generally, that 
nothing is an object of desire for a man unless it is con- 
sciously regarded as a good: but this remark is perhaps not 
very enlightening ; for it would be difficult to define a good 
otherwise than as an object that is consciously desired.? 
The point is, however, that in all real desire there is some 
object that is consciously taken as an end. Such an object 
consciously taken as an end in desire is what we call a good. 
By defining in this way, we seem to be able to avoid going 
round inacircle. In order to understand this point, how- 
ever, it is necessary to go more into the details of the dis- 
tinction between desire and other modes of activity. We 

1 (‘While with most men there is a perpetual conflict between the several things in 


which they find pleasure, since these are not naturally pleasant, those who love what 
is noble take pleasure in that which is naturally pleasant.’’) 


2 Cf Aristotle’s Ethics, I. i. 1.; ‘The good is that at which all 
things aim,” 
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may conveniently begin with those forms of activity that are 
lowest in the scale of life, and pass upwards from these to 
the highest forms of human desire and will. 

§ 2. WanT AND ApPETITE.—We may begin by distinguish- 
ing the appetite of an animal from the mere presence of an 
animal want. An animal wantis in itself of the same nature 
as a vegetable want. It is a blind tendency towards par- 
ticular ends, which are involved in the development of the 
life of the animal, just as they might be also in the life of a 
plant. We may say, if we like, that nature wills + the real- 
ization of these ends; but they are not consciously willed 
by the animal or plant itself. In the case of an appetite, 
on the other hand, there is not merely a blind tendency 
towards a particular end; but this tendency is to a certain 
extent present to consciousness. This consciousness appears 
partly in the form of a definite presentation of the kind of 
object that will satisfy a given want. The hungry lion is 
no doubt more or less clearly aware of the nature of the 
object that it seeks. The plant, on the other hand, when 
it turns to the sunlight, may be said to have a want; but it 
cannot be supposed to have any consciousness of the nature 
of the object that will satisfy it. Even in the case of an 
animal appetite, however, the consciousness of the object is 
probably in most instances somewhat dim and vague. The 
most prominent element in the consciousness is rather the 
feeling of pleasure or pain than any definite presentation 
of an object. An unsatisfied appetite is in itself? painful ; 

1 This conception is due to Aristotle. It is of course partly meta- 
phorical, but suggests a teleological view of the world. 

2 It is necessary to say ‘‘in itself”? ; because the total effect of a con- 
sciousness of unsatisfied want is sometimes rather pleasurable than 
painful. Thus, moderate hunger in man, and perhaps even in animals, 


seems often to be rather agreeable than otherwise. The reason is prob- 
ably in part that the feeling of hunger adds a pleasant’ stimulus to .the 
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whereas the satisfaction of any appetite brings with it the 
feeling of pleasure. These feelings form so characteristic 
and prominent an element in animal appetites that satisfac- 
tions of appetite are frequently referred to simply as pleasures, 
while unsatisfied appetites are called pains. A pleasure- 
seeker is generally understood to be one who seeks the 
satisfaction of his animal appetites, or of human impulses 
which are akin to these appetites. A certain confusion is 
thus apt to arise between the satisfaction of an appetite and 
the agreeable feeling which accompanies it; since both are 
called pleasure. But with this confusion we need not at 
present trouble ourselves.! It is enough now to observe that 
pleasure and pain are the most prominent and characteristic 
features of animal appetite. 

§ 3. APPETITE AND DeEsiRE.—In the case of what is strictly 
called desire, there is not merely the consciousness of an 
object with an accompanying feeling of pleasure and pain, 
but also a recognition of the object as a good, or as an 
element in a more or less clearly defined end.? The hunger 
of an animal is different from the mere want of nutriment 
in a plant; but desire for food in a man is scarcely less 
different from mere hunger. A man may be hungry and 
yet not desire food. In the desire of food there is involved, 
in addition to the hunger, the representation of the food as 
an end which it is worth while to secure. We may express 
this by saying that desire implies a definite pornt of view, 
whereas there is no such implication in a mere appetite. 


vital energies generally, and in part that the anticipation of satisfaction 
is easily called up by the consciousness of want. See Note I. at the 
end of chap. vi., p. 117. 

1 See below, chap. vi., § 5. 

2 For a full discussion of this point, see Green’s Prolegomena to 
Ethics, Book II., chap. ii. Cf also Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, p. 
50, and Dewey’s Psycholozy, p. 360 599. 
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Hunger is to all intents the same phenomenon in the brute 
and in the sage; but the desires of the sage and the hero 
are very different from those of the savage, the miser, or 
the epicure. The desires of different men are determined 
by the total nature of the point of view which the men 
occupy. What they desire depends on what they like; and 
what they like, as Mr. Ruskin is so fond of insisting, is an 
exact expression of what they are. Thus, while ordinary 
hunger or thirst tells us nothing about the character of him 
who feels it, the hunger and thirst after righteousness, or 
after power, or after fame, is a revelation of a whole point 
of view.! The desires of a person, therefore, are not an 
isolated phenomenon, but form an element in the totality, 
or, as we may say, the wnzverse of his character ;? and it is 
from this point of view that we must regard them, if we are 
to understand their full significance. 

§ 4. UNIVERSE OF DESIRE.—What is meant by saying that 
the desires of a human being form part of a “universe” 
may be made somewhat clearer by reference to a similar 
conception in the science of Logic. It has become a 
familiar thing in Logic to speak of a “ universe of discourse,” ? 
as signifying the sphere of reference within which a particular 
statement is made. Thus a statement about “the gods” 
may be true with reference to the world as depicted in 
the Homeric poems, or to the world of Greek mythology 
generally, but may be false or meaningless if understood 
with reference to the world of ordinary fact. So too we 
may make statements about griffins and unicorns in the 
universe of heraldry, about fairies in the universe of 


1 Cf. Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, p. 49. 

2 Cf. Dewey’s Psychology, pp. 363-4. 

3 See Keynes’s Formal Logic, pp. 137-8, Venn’s Empirical Logic, 
p. 180, Welton’s Manual of Logic, vol. i., pp. 72-3. 


§ 4.] WILL AND DESIRE. 75 


romance, about Hamlet or King Lear in the universe of 
Shakspere’s plays, about Heaven and Hell and Purgatory 
in the universe of Dante’s Divine Comedy ; and our state- 
ments may be true within these several universes, though 
they would become false if taken out of the particular 
universe to which they belong. Now there is something 
quite analogous in the case of our desires. Each desire also 
belongs to a particular universe, and loses its meaning if we 
pass out of that universe into another. This universe to 
which a desire belongs is the universe that is constituted 
by the totality of what we call a man’s character, as that 
character presents itself at the time at which the desire is 
felt. It is, in short, the universe of the man’s ethical point 
of view at the moment in question. That there are great 
differences between such universes, is evident from the 
judgments that we habitually pass on the representations 
of human conduct in poems and novels and dramas. We 
are often aware that a desire which is attributed to a fictitious 
personage is not such a desire as a man of his general 
character and situation would feel, or at least not such as 
he would feel in such a degree as is attributed to him. It 
is not such a desire, in fact, as belongs to his particular 
universe. And the particular universe which we thus 
estimate, and which varies so widely with the characters of 
different individuals, is not even one that remains constant 
for the same person. We must all be aware of the different 
desires that dominate our minds in different moods, in 
different conditions, in different states of health. These 
differences constitute what we may call a difference of 
universe ; and to each such universe a different set of desires, 
or at least a different arrangement of desires, belongs. This 
universe may even alter suddenly in the same individual, 
through some sudden transformation of conditions, It is 
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such a change that is illustrated in the old fable of the cat 
which was transformed into a princess, but returned again 
to its proper shape on the sudden appearance of a mouse. 
The sudden change of condition caused her to drop at once 
from the universe of princess to the universe of cat. Of 
such transformations life is rich in instances. There is a 
German proverb that what one wishes in youth one has to 
satiety in age ; but even from year to year and from day to 
day—sometimes even from hour to hour—we may find 
ourselves passing from one universe into another, where 
what we formerly desired becomes uninteresting, perhaps 
even disgusting. Any sudden change—the news of the 
death of a friend, the recollection of a promise, the sug- 
gestion of a moral principle, and the like—may carry us 
instantaneously from one world into another. This is illus- 
trated in Shakspere’s play of Zove’s Labour’s Lost, where the 
announcement of the death of the King of France brings 
suddenly to a close the wit and levity of the preceding 
scenes, and introduces an entirely different tone. Such a 
change may fairly be referred to as a passage from one 
universe to another. Or again, such a change may be illus- 
trated by the common transformation from a man’s Sunday 
view of life to that which he takes during the rest of the 
week. Even a change of clothes suffices with some men to 
produce a change of universe; for it is not always entirely 
true that “the cowl does not make the monk.” 

§ 5. ConrLicr or Drsires.—In the preceding section we 
have assumed, for the sake of simplicity, that at any given 
moment an individual occupies a definite point of view, or 
is, so to speak, an inhabitant of a single universe. In 
reality, however, the content of an individual’s conscious- 
ness is not so simple. There are nearly always several 
points of view present to a given individual at a given 
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moment; or, at any rate, several points of view alternate 
with one another so rapidly, that they may practically be 
regarded as present together. A statesman, for instance, 
may be influenced in his conduct by motives derived from 
many different universes. He may occupy the universe 
which is constituted by the consideration of the good of his 
country; and from this point of view he may strongly 
desire to see certain measures carried out. But at the same 
time he may be not uninfluenced by considerations drawn 
from very different universes. He may occupy also a 
universe constituted by his own personal ambition, by the 
welfare of his family, by the wishes of his constituency, by 
a view of duty to the world (as distinguished from his own 
country), perhaps also by religious considerations. He may 
occupy alternately, and almost simultaneously, all these 
different points of view; and very various desires may arise 
in his mind in consequence. It is probable that some of 
these desires will conflict with others. From one point of 
view he may desire peace, from another war: from one 
point of view he may set his heart on liberty, from another 
on order. It then comes to be a question which of these 
ends the man will finally choose. Now it is often said that 
in such cases a man will naturally, or even necessarily, be 
influenced by the strongest desire or motive. But it must 
be observed that this mode of statement is misleading. It 
implies that a desire is an isolated thing ; whereas in reality 
it forms part of a universe or system. Consequently, the 
real strength of a desire does not depend on its own indi- 
vidual liveliness or force, but rather on the force of the 
universe or system to which it belongs. Thus a man might 
be strongly desirous of war from a feeling of hatred towards 
a foreign power. But if the man were of such a character 
that the sense of duty was more dominant in him than the 
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feeling of personal hatred, he might decide for peace, though 
the desire for peace in itself did not strongly influence him. 
The latter desire would conquer, not because it was in itself 
the stronger, but because it formed a part of a stronger 
universe or system.! Of course a strong desire gives strength 
to the universe to which it belongs; but the final triumph 
of a desire depends not on its own individual dominance, 
but on the dominance of its universe. How in particular 
individuals one universe comes to be dominant rather than 
another, is a question rather for Psychology than for Ethics. 
In so far as it concerns Ethics, it will be touched upon in 
a future section of this book.2 In the meantime, what it is 
important to note is merely that a desire is not an isolated 
phenomenon but a part of a system; and that consequently 
a conflict of desires is in reality a conflict between two or 
more universes of desire.? 

§ 6. DrEsIRE AND WisH.—The terms “desire” and “wish” 
are frequently used as synonymous; but there is a slight 
difference in the usage of the terms, and it seems desirable 

1 Cf Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, Book II., chap. i., § 105, p. 108. 

2 See chap. xii., §7, and chap. xiv. 

2 Cf. Dewey’s Psychology, pp. 364-5: ‘‘It is important to notice 
that it is a strife or conflict which goes on in the man himself; 7 zs a 
conflict of himself with himself [z.e., in our language, a conflict of 
himself as one universe with himself as another universe]; it is not a 
conflict of himself with something external to him, nor of one impulse 
with another impulse, he meanwhile remaining a passive spectator 
awaiting the conclusion of the struggle. What gives the conflict of 
desires its whole meaning is that it represents the man at strife with 
himself. He is the opposing contestants as well as the battle-field.” 
This last expression was no doubt suggested to Prof. Dewey by a very 
striking passage in Hegel’s Philosophy of Religion (I. 64), in which he 
says: ‘‘I am not one of the combatants, but rather both of the com- 
batants and also the combat itself” ; or, as Principal Caird renders it 


(Philosophy of Religion, chap. ix., p. 262): ‘*I amat once the combatants 
and the conflict and the field that is torn with the strife.” 
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to employ them in Ethics in distinct senses. We may say 
briefly that a wish is an effective desire. The meaning of 
this will be more apparent when it is considered in relation 
to what has just been said with regard to universes of desire 
and the conflict between them. It has been stated that any 
given desire belongs to a system or universe, and that 
various such systems may exist simultaneously and come 
into conflict with one another. When such conflicts occur, 
certain desires predominate over others ; some are subordin- 
ated or sink into abeyance. Now it may be convenient to 
limit the term “ wish” to those desires that predominate or 
continue to be effective. A hungry man may be said to 
have a desire for food; but this desire may be dominant 
only within the universe of animal inclination. The desire 
may be kept in abeyance by a sense of religious obligation, 
by devotion to work, or by some over-mastering passion. 
In such cases we may say that the man no longer wishes 
for food, though a desire for food continues to exist in his 
consciousness as an element ina subordinate universe—held, 
as it were, in leash. A desire, then, which has become 
ineffective, is not to be described as a wish. 

§ 7. WisH AND WILL.—TIf it is important to distinguish 
an effective wish from a mere latent desire, it is still more 
important to distinguish a wish from a definite act of will. 
It might seem at first that if a wish is a dominant desire it 
must always issue in will. But this is not the case. The 
reason is that a wish is often of an abstract character, directed 
towards some single element in a concrete event, without 
reference to the accompanying circumstances. In order, on 
the other hand, that an event may be willed, it has to be 
accepted in its concrete totality. When Lady Anne, in 
Shakspere’s King Richard /If, says to the Duke of 


Gloucester, 
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“Though I wish thy death, 

I will not be the executioner,” 
the contrast between wish and will is well brought out. The 
wish for the death is a mere abstract wish, since it does not 
include the means by which the death might be brought 
about. On the other hand, when a total concrete effect is 
willed, it may include many elements that are not in them- 
selves wished, and even elements to which the agent’s 
wishes are strenuously opposed. This also may be illus- 
trated from Shakspere. When the apothecary, in Romeo 
and Juliet, says to Romeo, on agreeing to sell him the 
poison, 


‘*My poverty, but not my will, consents,” 4 


what he means is evidently that his z7sk does not con- 
sent. He does will the sale of the poison—he accepts that 
concrete act—but he wishes it were not necessary for him 
to do so. The dominant single desire, we may say, is 
opposed to the sale of the poison (z. e. if we assume that 
the apothecary was honest in his declaration); but the 
dominant universe of desire is that which is constituted by 
his poverty, and by this he is led to will the sale. Briefly, 
then, we may say that a wish is a dominant single desire ; 
whereas the will depends on the dominance of a universe of 
desire. 

§ 8. WiLL AND Acr.—Another important distinction is that 
between the mere Will (z.¢. the mere zxtention, purpose, or 
resolution) and the carrying of it into act. A resolution has 
always reference to something that is more or less future. 
Sometimes it refers to the zmmedéate future, and is carried 


1 This passage is discussed in Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, § 143, 
p- 148. ‘* The will,” Green says, ‘‘is only the strong competing wish 
which does not suffice to determine action.” 
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into effect at once. At other times it refers to the remote 
future, and remains in abeyance till the proper time arrives. 
In the latter case the purpose may never be carried into 
effect at all. An intention or resolution is always some- 
thing more than a mere wish!?: it is the definite acceptance 
of a concrete event as an object to be aimed at. But if 
this event is remote, the purpose may lie within one universe 
and the carrying of it out within another. When the time 
for action comes, the conditions may have changed. At 
the lowest there will be this change, that what was formerly 
presented merely in anticipative imagination is now pre- 
sented as an actual fact. To resolve to make a confession, 
for instance, is one thing: actually to make it, in the 
presence of those to whom it has to be made, is often a 
very different thing. In the former case the accompanying 
circumstances are only presented in an irnaginative and 
partly symbolic way: in the latter case they are actually 
present to sense. Now, the actual facts may not correspond 
to the anticipation. Those to whom the confession was to 
be made, for instance, may be found to be in a different 
mood from what was expected. And even if the anticipation 
proves substantially correct, still, in the actual presentation 
we may be impressed by accessory circumstances of which 
we had not taken any particular account. The man who 
resolves to get up at an early hour may not have thought 
particularly about the coldness of the morning air, or about 
the pleasantness of lying in bed; whereas, when the time 
comes, these may be among the most impressive circum- 
stances. Or, again, when Lady Macbeth intended to murder 
Duncan, it did not occur to her that he might resemble her 
father. So, too, when Hamlet resolved to carry out the 

1 Hence we must somewhat modify the account of a mere intention, 


given above with reference to Kant, chap. iil, § 4. 
M. E. H 
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behests of the Ghost, he did not think of all the doubts 
that might suggest themselves to his mind after the Ghost 
had vanished. ‘Thus “ enterprises of great pith and moment,” 
as well as more insignificant designs, may be frustrated by a 
change of universe; and the “ best intentions,” or the worst, 
may lead to nothing! This is especially true when the 
purpose is one that carries great consequences in its train, 
involving perhaps a complete change of the world within 
which we have been living. In such a case the changed 
world cannot be with any completeness imagined, and some 
very small circumstance may easily give a completely new 
turn to our thoughts. The “insurrection” ? by which the 
universe within which we are living is to be overthrown can- 
not be at once carried out, and we cannot with any thorough- 
ness think ourselves into the new conditions that are to arise. 
Thus a mere resolution is still far from being an act.3 What 
is commonly called “force of will” means the power of 
carrying resolutions into act. This power depends largely 
on the habit of fixing our attention upon the salient features 
of an object that is aimed at, and not allowing ourselves to 
be distracted by subordinate conditions. Hence, narrow- 
minded or hard-hearted men have often more ‘force of 
will,” in this sense, than those who take wider views. But 


1 C& below, chap. xiv., § 6. 
2 Cf. Shakspere’s Julius Cesar, Act II., scene i., ll. 63 sgg.— 


“ Between the acting of a dreadful thing 
And the first motion, all the interim is 
Like a phantasma, or a hideous dream : 
The Genius and the mortal instruments 
Are then in council ; and the state of man, 
Like to a little kingdom, suffers then 
The nature of an insurrection.” 

® For an admirable summary of the elements involved in an act of 


will, see Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, pp. 46-7. See also Appendix 
B, Note III. 
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a wide-minded man may also acquire ‘force of will” by 
taking a clear and decided view of the circumstances that 
are important, and thus eliminating insignificant details. 

§ 9. WiLL AND CHARACTER.—“ A character,” said Novalis, 
“is a completely fashioned will.” Character may be said, 
in the language we have just been using, to consist in the 
continuous dominance of a definite universe. A man of 
good character is one in whom the universe of duty habitually 
predominates. A miser is one in whom the dominant universe 
is that which is constituted by the love of money. A fanatic 
is one in whom some particular universe is so entirely 
dominant as to shut out entirely other important points of 
view. And in like manner all other kinds of character may 
be described by reference to the nature of the universe 
that is dominant in them. When Pope said that “ Most 
women have no characters at all,” he meant that the uni- 
verses of desire in which they live are so continually vary- 
ing that no one of them can be said to be habitually 
dominant. And certainly it is the case that most men, as 
well as most women, cannot be accounted for by so simple 
an explanation as the exclusive dominance of such “ruling 
passions ” as Pope dealt with. In the case of most actual 
human beings what we have is not so much any one universe 
that decidedly predominates as a number of universes that 
stand to one another in certain definite relations. The 
different relations in which they stand to one another con- 
stitute the differences of character. Howit comes that now 
one, and now another, predominates, is, as we have already 
remarked, a question rather for Psychology than for Ethics. 

§ 10. THE Goop Witt.—From the point of view that we 
have now reached, we may see that there is a certain 
inadequacy in the doctrine of Kant that the one good thing 
in the world is the Good Will. We ought rather to say the 
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Good Character. The accidental dominance of a good 
purpose at this or that moment is of comparatively little 
consequence unless it is an indication of the habitual 
dominance of a certain universe. Hence Aristotle rightly 
laid emphasis rather on the formation of Good Habit !—z. ¢., 
in the language we have here adopted, on the establishment 
of a continuously dominant universe—than on the mere 
presence of a Good Will at any given moment. Will is, 
indeed, the expression of character, but it is the expression 
of it under the limitations of a particular time and _ place; 
and much may remain latent in the character which it 
would be necessary to take into account in forming a com- 
plete moral estimate of a given individual. This is well 
expressed in Browning’s Rabie Len Ezra— 
“* Not on the vulgar mass 


Called ‘work’ must sentence pass, 
Things done, that took the eye and had the price ; 


But all, the world’s coarse thumb 
And finger failed to plumb, 
So passed in making up the main account ; 
All instincts immature, 
All purposes unsure, 
That weighed not as his work, yet swelled the man’s amount. 
Thoughts hardly to be packed 
Into a narrow act, 
Fancies that broke through language and escaped ; 
All I could never be, 
All, men ignored in me, 
This, I was worth to God, whose wheel the pitcher shaped.” 


At the same time, it is true that “the tree is known by its 
fruit.” The good character necessarily expresses itself in 
good acts of will.? 

1 Ethics, Book II. chap. v. 


® From this point of view, we are able to get rid of the undue rigorism 
of Kant’s system, and to connect virtue with pleasure, The goad 
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§ 11. WiLL anp Rreason.—Reference has just been made 
to Aristotle’s view that the main thing in the moral life is 
the establishment of good habits. This view was put for- 
ward by Aristotle in opposition to the Socratic doctrine, 
that Virtue is a kind of Knowledge ;! yet the two views are 
not so much opposed as might at first sight appear. Virtue 
is a kind of knowledge, as well as a kind of habit. It is, in 
fact, as we have already indicated, a point of view. The 
virtuous man is one who lives continuously in the universe 
which is constituted by duty. To live continuously in that 
universe is a habit; but it is at the same time a species of 
insight. The man who lives in a different universe sees 
things habitually in a different way—through a differently 
coloured glass, we might say. To be virtuous, therefore, is 
to possess habitually a certain kind of knowledge or insight. 
And thus both Socrates and Aristotle were right. Virtue is 
both a kind of knowledge and a kind of habit. Habit, in 
fact, in the sense in which the term is applied to moral 
character, is not mere custom. It is not on a level with 
habits such as our manner of walking or speaking or of 
wearing clothes. It is a habit of willing. NHabits which 


character is one whose dominant interest lies in the highest universe. 
Such a character will find pleasure in acting in accordance with this 
interest. Hence Aristotle says (Z¢hics, I. viii. 12) that ‘fa man is not 
good at all unless he takes pleasure in noble deeds. No one would 
call a man just who did not take pleasure in doing justice, nor generous 
who took no pleasure in acts of generosity, and so on.” Further, a 
good man comes to live Aadituadly within the highest universe, and is 
thus led to act virtuously from inclination, without definitely thinking 
of duty. Thus we are able to see the rational ground for the partly 
sentimental criticisms passed on Kant above, chap. iv., § 9. 

1 Cf, Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 24-5 and 54: and, for a 
fuller account of the doctrine of Socrates, see Zeller’s Socrates and the 
Socratic Schools, Part II., chap. vil. 


86 ETHICS. Kee aa 


have a moral significance are habits of deliberate choice.? 
Now deliberate choice depends on thought or reason.? In 
order to choose the right, in the sense in which such a 
choice has any moral significance, we must know the right. 
If we simply hit on the right course by chance, we do not 
really choose the right. Right willing, therefore, depends 
on true insight. Whether it is possible to have true insight 
without willing rightly is a further question, which we shall 
have to consider at a later stage. In the meantime we may 
partly see what Socrates meant by saying that virtue is a 
kind of knowledge. It depends on the occupation of a 
certain point of view, on the possession of a certain rational 
insight. At the same time, we see the truth of Aristotle’s 
saying that virtue is habit. It is not merely a certain act 
of will, but a continuous state of character, a steadfast 
occupation of a definite universe. 

§ 12. HicHER AND Lower Forms oF DESIRE AND WILL. 
Throughout all the modes of statement that have preceded, 
it has been constantly assumed that certain forms of will 
are higher or better than others. This is, in fact, the 
fundamental assumption of Ethics. Nowit follows from this 
that certain desires, or certain universes of desire, are higher 
or better than others. Thus it becomes a problem to deter- 
mine why it is that any desire or universe of desires should 
be regarded as higher or better than any other. A com- 
plete answer to this question cannot be given at the present 
point in a way that would be quite intelligible or satisfactory. 
But a certain indication may be given of the direction in 
which an answer is to be sought. It is obvious that some 
universes are more comprehensive than others. If a man 


1*Eorw doa 4 aperr tic mooaiperixy (‘ Virtue, then, is a habit of 
choice”’).—Aristotle’s Z¢hics, I]. vi. 15. 
2 Cf. Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, Book II., chap. ‘ii. 
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acts from the point of view of the happiness of his nation 
as a whole, this is evidently a more comprehensive point of 
view than that from which he acts when he has regard only 
to his own happiness. The former includes the latter. So 
too, if a man acts from the point of view of his own happi- 
ness throughout the year, he acts from a more compre- 
hensive point of view than if he has regard only to the 
happiness of the passing hour. Now the narrower the 
point of view from which we act, the more certain we are to 
fall into inconsistency and self-contradiction. If the universe 
within which we act is merely that of the passing hour, that 
universe will no longer be the dominant one when the hour 
is past; and then we shall find ourselves acting from some 
different, and perhaps inconsistent point of view. If, on the 
other hand, the universe within which we act is broad and 
comprehensive, we may be able to maintain our point of 
view consistently through life, and also to apply it to the 
actions of others. The wider universe may, therefore, be 
regarded as higher or better than the narrower one, since it 
enables us to maintain a more consistent point of view in 
our actions. From this consideration we may partly see 
why it is that one universe is to be regarded as higher or 
better than another. Still, this does not make it quite 
clear. For sometimes when we prefer one universe te 
another, the former does not include the latter, and is not 
obviously wider than it. What is the ground of preference 
in such cases we shall consider at a later point in this 
inquiry. But in the meantime, it may be well to notice a 
plausible explanation of the preference, which we shall see 
reason afterwards to reject. In such a subject as Ethics, 
erroneous doctrines are often almost as instructive as those 
that are correct. 

§ 138. SaTISFACTION oF DEsIRES.—When a desire attains 
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the end to which it is directed, the desire is satisfied ; 
and this satisfaction is attended by an agreeable feeling— 
a feeling of pleasure, enjoyment, or happiness. On the 
other hand, when the end of a desire is not attained, we 
have a disagreeable feeling—a feeling of pain, misery, or 
unhappiness. Now if we act within a wide universe, or 
within a universe that includes desires that are continually 
recurring throughout life, we shall be acting in such a way 
as to satisfy our desires with great frequency, and so to 
have many feelings of pleasure. On the other hand, if we 
act within a narrow universe, or one containing desires that 
do not often recur, we may have few satisfactions and a 
frequent occurrence of painful feelings. Now it seems 
plausible to say that, since what we aim at is the satisfaction 
of our desires, the best aim is that which will bring the 
greatest number of pleasures and the smallest number of 
pains. This consideration would supply us with a criterion 
of higher and lower universes. The highest universe 
within which we could act would be that which would 
supply us with the greatest number of pleasures and the 
smallest number of pains. The highest universe, in fact, 
would be that which is constituted by the consideration of 
our greatest happiness throughout life; or, if we consider 
others as well as ourselves, by the consideration of the 
greatest happiness of the greatest number. This view is 
plausible, and it will be worth while to consider it in the 
next chapter.! 


1 Observe that the contrast of wide and narrow universes here drawn 
is not intended as a final statement of the ground of moral preference. 
On the whole subject of ‘‘universes” reference may be made to 
Herbart’s Psychology. 


CHAPTER. VI. 
HAPPINESS. 
‘‘Beatitudo non est virtutis preemium, sed ipsa virtus.”” 1—Sprnoza. 


§ 1. VarrieTIEs oF HEDoNIsM.—Hedonism is the general 
term for those theories that regard happiness or pleasure as 
the suprenic end of life. It is derived from the Greek word 
joov7y, Meaning pleasure. These theories have taken many 
different forms. It has been held by some that men always 
do seek pleasure, z.e. that pleasure in some form is always 
the ultimate object of desire; whereas other Hedonists 
confine themselves to the view that men ought always to 
seek pleasure. The former theory has been called by Prof. 
Sidgwick Psychological Hedonism, because it simply affirms 
the seeking of pleasure as a psychological fact; whereas he 
describes the other theory as Ethical Hedonism. Again, 
some have held that what each man seeks, or ought to seek, 
is his own pleasure; while others hold that what each seeks, 
or ought to seek, is the pleasure of all human beings, or 
even of all sentient creatures. Prof. Sidgwick has called 
the former of these views Lgorstic Hedonism, the latter, 
Universalistic Hedonism. ‘The latter has also been called 
Utilitarianism—which, however, is a very inappropriate 
name.2 Most of the earlier ethical Hedonists were also 
psychological Hedonists ; but this latter view has now been 


1 (“‘ Happiness is not the reward of virtue, but is virtue itself.’”) 


2 See below, § 9. 
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almost universally abandoned. Egoistic Hedonism has also 
been generally abandoned. Its chief upholders were the 
ancient Cyrenaics and Epicureans.1 Some more modern 
writers, however,—such as Bentham and Mill—did not 
clearly distinguish between egoistic and _ universalistic 
Hedonism, and consequently, though in the main support- 
ing only the latter, often seemed to be giving their adhesion 
to the former. The student must be careful to distinguish 
between these different kinds of Hedonism: otherwise 
great confusion will result. 

§ 2. PsycHoLocicaL HEDonism.—Psychological Hedonism 
is the theory that the ultimate object of desire is pleasure. 
The best known exponent of this doctrine is John Stuart 
Mill.? In the fourth chapter of his book on Utilitarianism 
he reasons in the following way. ‘And now to decide 
whether this is really so; whether mankind do desire no- 
thing for itself but that which is a pleasure to them, or of 
which the absence is a pain; we have evidently arrived 
at a question of fact and experience, dependent, like all 
similar questions, upon evidence. It can only be determined 
by practised selfconsciousness and ‘self-observation, assisted 
by observation of others. I believe that these sources of 


1 For an account of these see Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 32-3, 
and pp. 82-90. See also Zeller’s Socrates and the Socratic Schools, 
and Stores, Epicureans, and Sceptics. Prof. Wallace’s little volume on 
LEpicureanism (‘‘Chief Ancient Philosophies”) is a most delightful 
book, which every student ought to read. 

2 Nearly all Hedonists, however, especially egoistic Hedonists, have 
with more or less clearness adopted this position. Fora general his- 
torical exposition of the hedonistic point of view, the student may be 
referred to Lecky’s History of European Morals, chap. i. The chief 
living exponent of psychological Hedonism is Professor Bain. See his 
Mental and Moral Science, Book IV., chap. iv., and Zhe Emotions and 
the Will, ** The Will,” chap. viii. Dr. Bain, however, admits that it 
is possible, *‘for moments,” to aim at other things than pleasure. 
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evidence, impartially consulted, will declare that desiring 
a thing and finding it pleasant, aversion to it and thinking 
of it as painful, are phenomena entirely inseparable, or 
rather two parts of the same phenomenon ; in strictness of 
language, two different modes of naming the same psycho- 
logical fact: that to think of an object as desirable (except 
for the sake of its consequences), and to think of it as 
pleasant, are one and the same thing; and that to desire 
anything, except in proportion as the idea of it is pleasant, 
is a physical and metaphysical impossibility.” This passage 
has been well criticized by Dr. Sidgwick in his Methods of 
Ethics (Book I., chap. iv.). He says—‘‘ Mill explains that 
‘desiring a thing and finding it pleasant, are, in strictness 
of language, two modes of naming the same psychological 
fact.’ If this be the case, it is hard to see how the proposi- 
tion we are discussing requires to be determined by ‘practised 
self-consciousness and self-observation’; as the denial of it 
would involve a contradiction in terms. ‘The truth is that 
there is an ambiguity in the word Pleasure, which has 
always tended seriously to confuse the discussion of this 
question. When we speak of a man doing something at 
his own ‘pleasure,’ or as he ‘pleases,’ we usually signify 
the mere fact of choice or preference; the mere determina- 
tion of the will in a certain direction. Now, if by ‘pleasant? 
we mean that which influences choice, exercises a certain 
attractive force on the will, it is an assertion incontrovertible 
because tautological, to say that we desire what is pleasant 
—or even that we desire a thing in proportion as it appears 
pleasant.” This would mean simply that we desire it in 
proportion as we desire it; because “appears pleasant” 
means simply “is desired by us.” But, as Dr. Sidgwick 
goes on to say, if we understand “pleasure” in a more 
exact sense, it is not obvious that what we desire is always 
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pleasure. If we take pleasure to mean the agreeable feeling 
which attends the satisfaction of our wants, it is not by any 
means evident that this is always what we desire. On the 
contrary, it seems evident rather that this is zo¢ always what 
we desire. 

§ 3. THE Opyect or Desire. (1) The Paradox of Hedon- 
ism.—In the part of the Methods of Ethics to which 
reference has just been made, Dr. Sidgwick goes on to 
argue that in fact what we désire is very frequently some 
objective end, and not the accompanying pleasure. He 
points out that even when we do desire pleasure, the best 
way to gef it 1s often to forget it. If we think about the 
pleasure itself, we are almost sure to miss it; whereas if 
we direct our desires towards objective ends, the pleasure 
comes of itself. This is not true of all pleasures. It is 
true chiefly of the “pleasures of pursuit.”1 ‘Take, for 
example,” says Dr. Sidgwick, “the case of any game which 
involves—as most games do—a contest for victory. No 
ordinary player before entering on such a contest, has any 
desire for victory in it: indeed he often finds it difficult to 
imagine himself deriving gratification from such victory, 
before he has actually engaged in the competition. What 
he deliberately, before the game begins, desires is not 
victory, but the pleasant excitement of the struggle for it ; 
only for the full development of this pleasure a transient 
desire to win the game is generally indispensable. This 
desire, which does not exist at first, is stimulated to con- 
siderable intensity by the competition itself.” “A certain 
degree of disinterestedness seems to be necessary in order 
to obtain full enjoyment. A man who maintains through- 
out an epicurean mood, fixing his aim on his own pleasure, 
does not catch the full spirit of the chase; his eagerness 


1 See Note 1 at the end of this chapter, p. 117. 
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never gets just the sharpness of edge which imparts to the 
pleasure its highest zest. Here comes into view what we may 
call the fundamental paradox of Hedonism, that the impulse 
towards pleasure, if too predominant, defeats its own aim. 
This effect is not visible, or at any rate is scarcely visible, 
in the case of passive sensual pleasures. But of our active 
enjoyments generally . .. . it may certainly be said that 
we cannot attain them, at least in their highest degree, so 
long as we concentrate our aim on them.” “Similarly, the 
pleasures of thought and study can only be enjoyed in the 
highest degree by those who have an ardour of curiosity 
which carries the mind temporarily away from self and its 
sensations.: In all kinds of Art, again, the exercise of the 
creative faculty is attended by intense and exquisite plea- 
sures; but in order to get them, one must forget them.” 
This “ paradox of Hedonism,” that in order to get pleasure 
it is necessary to seck something else, was to some extent 
recognized even by Mill; but he does not seem to have 
perceived that it is inconsistent with the view that desire 
is always directed towards pleasure. Desire can evidently 
be, at least temporarily, directed not towards pleasure, but 
towards certain objective ends. 

§ 4. THe Opjecr oF DrEsiRE. (2) Wants prior to Satis- 
factions.—We must next notice another point, which was 
brought out chiefly by Butler? and Hutcheson, though some 
subsequent writers have ignored it—vzz. that many kinds 
of pleasure would not exist at all, if they were not preceded 
by certain desires for objects. Take, for instance, the 
pleasures of the benevolent affections. No one could 
possibly feel these pleasures unless he were first benevolent 

1 See Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, p. 192; and cf. Green’s edition 
of Hume, vol. ii., Introd., p. 26, Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, § 161, 
p. 167, Caird’s Crttical Philosophy of Kant, vol. ii., p. 230, note. 
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—i.e. had a desire for the welfare of others. In such a 
case, therefore, the very existence of the pleasure depends 
on the fact that desire is first directed towards something 
other than pleasure. It might even be argued that this is 
the case with all pleasures. Pleasure ensues upon the 
satisfaction of certain wants, and the wants must be prior 
to the satisfactions. We have a “disinterested” desire for 
food, before we can have a desire for the pleasure that 
accompanies the taking of food. From this consideration 
also it appears that there are some desires which are not 
desires for pleasure. 

§ 5. THE Opject oF DesirE. (3) Pleasures and Pleasure. 
At the same time it must be allowed that there is a 
certain plausibility in Mill’s statements, and we must en- 
deavour to account for this plausibility. It seems to arise 
from an ambiguity! in the word ‘‘pleasure.” Pleasure is 
sometimes understood to mean agreeable /eelzng, or the 
feeling of satisfaction, and sometimes it is understood to 
mean an odject that gives satisfaction. The hearing of music 
is sometimes said to be a pleasure: but of course the 
hearing of music is not a feeling of satisfaction; it is an 
object that gives satisfaction. Generally it may be observed 
that when we speak of “ pleasures” in the plural, or rather 
in the concrete, we mean objects that give satisfaction ; 
whereas when we speak of “pleasure” in the abstract we 
more often mean the feeling of satisfaction which such 
objects bring with them.? But this is not always the case. 

Perhaps this distinction is more obvious in the case of pain 
than in the case of pleasure. Pain is generally understood 


1 A second ambiguity. Another ambiguity, pointed out by Dr. 
Sidgwick, has been already referred to; see p. gt. 

2 Cf. Dr. Ward’s article on ‘‘ Psychology” in the Lncyclopedia 
Britannica, p. 7. 
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as the negative of pleasure, 7. ¢. as meaning disagreeable 
feeling, or feeling of dissatisfaction. But when we speak of 
‘*pains” we usually mean objects that produce a disagree- 
able feeling ; and indeed we usually mean objects of a definite 
kind—vzg. organic sensations. The pain of toothache, for 
instance, is not merely a feeling of disagreeableness or dis- 
satisfaction, but a definite sensation. That sensation is an 
object, and it is an object which brings with it a feeling of 
disagreeableness. The sensation of burning is another 
object ; the sensation of a stunning blow is another object ; 
the consciousness of having acted wrongly is another object. 
All these objects bring with them a disagreeable feeling ; 
but in all of them the object which brings the disagreeable 
feeling, or is accompanied by the disagreeable feeling, is quite 
distinguishable from the feeling of disagreeableness itself. 

Now when it is said that what we desire is always 
pleasure, what seems to be meant is that what we desire is 
always some object the attainment of which is accompanied 
by an agreeable feeling. Now this is so true that it is 
almost a tautology. It is clear that if we desire anything, 
the attainment of it will bring at least a temporary satisfaction ; 
and this satisfaction will be accompanied by a feeling of 
satisfaction—z. e. pleasure. Consequently, anything that we 
desire may be said to be a pleasure—z. e. something that 
will bring pleasure when attained. The man who desires 
the overthrow of a political party, for instance, will be 
pleased if that event happens. We may consequently say 
that the overthrow of the party was a pleasure. It is in 
this sense that we use the phrase “an unexpected pleasure,” 
and the like. But evidently the overthrow of a political 
party is not itself an agreeable feeling ; it only brings an 
agreeable feeling with it. The fact that we desire pleasures 
is no evidence that we desire pleasure. 


96 ETHICS. [CH. VI. 


A passage from Mill may help to make this clear. ‘What, 
for example,” he asks,! “shall we say of the love of money ? 
There is nothing originally more desirable about money 
than about any heap of glittering pebbles. Its worth is 
solely that of the things which it will buy; the desires for 
other things than itself, which it is a means of gratifying. 
Yet the love of money is not only one of the strongest 
moving forces of human life, but money is, in many cases, 
desired in and for itself; the desire to possess it is often 
stronger than the desire to use it, and goes on increasing 
when all the desires which point to ends beyond it, to be 
compassed by it, are falling off. It may be then said truly, 
that money is desired not for the sake of an end, but as part 
of the end. From being a means to happiness, it has come 
to be itself a principal ingredient of the individual’s con- 
ception of happiness. The same may be said of the majority 
of the great objects of human life—power, for example, or 
fame. . . . The strongest attraction, both of power and of 
fame, is the immense aid they give to the attainment of our 
other wishes ; and it is the strong association thus generated 
between them and all our objects of desire, which gives to 
the direct desire of them the intensity it often assumes, so 
as in some characters to surpass in strength all other desires. 
In these cases the means have become a part of the end, 
and a more important part of it than any of the things which 
they are means to. What was once desired as an instrument 
for the attainment of happiness, has come to be desired for 
its own sake. In being desired for its own sake it is, how- 
ever, desired as fart of happiness. . . . The desire of it is 
not a different thing from the desire of happiness, any more 
than the love of music, or the desire of health. They are 
included in happiness. They are some of the elements of 


1 Utilitarianism, chap. iv. 
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which the desire of happiness is made up. Happiness is 
not an abstract idea, but a concrete whole; and these are 
some of its parts.” The meaning of all this seems quite clear. 
Evidently money, power, fame, music, and health are not 
parts of agreeable feeling. What Mill means is that they 
are parts of that totality of objects which gives agreeable 
feeling. That we desire such objects, then, may show that 
we seek pleasures, but not that we seek pleasure. And that 
we seck pleasures is a mere tautology. It means simply 
that we seek what we seek. 

§ 6. Ernica, Heponism.—It appears, then, that the theory 
of psychological Hedonism is unsound. Ethical Hedonism, 
however, does not stand or fall with this. On the contrary, 
as Dr. Sidgwick has pointed out,! ethical Hedonism is 
scarcely compatible with psychological Hedonism, at least 
in its most extreme form. If we always did seek our own 
greatest pleasure, there would be no point in saying that 
we ought to seek it; while, on the other hand, it would 
be absurd to say that we ought to seek the pleasure of 
others, except in so far as this could be shown to coin- 
cide with our own. Of course, if psychological Hedonism 
be merely interpreted as meaning that we always do seek 
pleasure of some sort, then ethical Hedonism may be 
understood as teaching that we ought to seek the greatest 
pleasure, whether our own or that of others. But, in any 
case, there is no necessary connection between the two 
doctrines.2, The confusion that has often been made 


1 Methods of Ethics, Book I., chap iv., § 1. 

2 It will be seen, therefore, that I do not agree with Mr. Muirhead 
(Elements of Ethics, p. 106) in regarding the psychological form of 
Hedonism as ‘‘also its logical form.” At the same time, it should be 
observed that systems of ethical Hedonism (especially when egoistic) 
have nearly always been made to rest on psychological Hedonism, 
Nor is this necessarily inconsistent; for most Hedonists (especially 

M. E, I 
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between the two theories seems to be due in part to an 
ambiguity in the word “desirable”! This point also may 
be illustrated by a passage from Mill. ‘‘The only proof,” 
he says, “capable of being given that an object is visible, 
is that people actually see it. The only proof that a sound 
is audible, is that people hear it. . .. In like manner, I 
apprehend, the sole evidence it is possible to produce that 
anything is desirable, is that people do actually desire it.” 
It is here assumed that the meaning of the word “ desirable ” 
is analogous to that of “visible” and “audible.” But 
“visible” means ‘‘able to be seen,” and “audible” means 
“able to be heard”; whereas “ desirable” does not usually 
mean ‘‘able to be desired.” When we say that anything is 
desirable, we do not usually mean merely that it is able to 
be desired. There is scarcely anything that is not able to 
be desired. What we mean is rather that it is reasonably to 
be desired, or that it ought to be desired. When the Hedonist 
says that pleasure is the only thing that is desirable, he 
means that it is the only thing that ought to be desired. 


egoistic Hedonists) have denied any absolute “‘ought” as having 
authority over men’s natural inclinations. They have regarded Ethics 
as simply laying down rules for the guidance of our actions, so as to 
secure the greatest possible gratification of our natural impulses. They 
have thought that by the introduction of adequate ‘‘sanctions” (see 
below, Note to chap. xiv.) the greatest pleasure of the community as a 
whole might be made coincident with the individual’s greatest pleasure. 
Bentham was particularly explicit on this point, saying even, paradox- 
ically, that the word ‘‘ought” ‘“‘ought to be abolished.” (But of 
Principles of Morals and Legislation, chap. i, § 10.) But this view is, 
of course, incompatible with the admission (now generally made by all 
Hedonists) that the gratification of our own inclinations may conflict 
with duty. If this is allowed, ethical Hedonism cannot rest on 
psychological. Cf. Gizycki’s Lutroduction to the Study of Ethics, pp. 
70—78. 
1 Cf Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics, Book III., chap, xiii., § 5. 
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But the form of the word “desirable” seems to have misled 
several writers into the notion that they ought to show also 
that pleasure is the only thing that is capable of being 
desired.t The latter view is that of psychological Hedonism, 
which seems clearly to be unsound. The former is that of 
ethical Hedonism, which we have still to examine. 

We have already stated that there are two forms of 
ethical Hedonism—egorstic and universalistic. But before 
we proceed to consider these, it will be well to indicate 
more precisely what the general meaning of ethical 
Hedonism is. 

§ 7. QuaNTiTY OF PLEASURE.—Hedonism is not merely 
the vague theory that we ought to seek pleasure. It states 
definitely that we ought to seek the greatest pleasure. 
Otherwise of course it would give us no criterion of right 
and wrong in conduct. Pleasure may be found by acting 
in the most contradictory ways. But when we are told to 
seek the gveazest pleasure, there can usually be but one 
course to follow. In estimating the quantity of pleasure, it 
is usually said that there are two points to be taken into 
account—zatensity and duration.2 Some pleasures are 


1 The fallacy here involved is that known to writers on Logic as the 
“Fallacy of Figure of Speech” (figze dictionis). See Whately’s 
Logic, pp. 117-18, Davis’s Theory of Thought, p. 270. (I may take 
this opportunity of commending the treatment of Fallacies in the latter 
work to the attention of students of Logic.) Jevons (Zlementary Lessons 
on Logic, p. 175) seems to have quite misunderstood this fallacy, as 
well as many others. 

2 In estimating the value of pleasures, there are, according to 
Bentham, some other qualities also which should be taken into account 
—viz. certainty, propinquity, fecundity (power of producing other 
pleasures), and purity (freedom from pain). He considered also that 
we should take account of their extent—z.¢. the number of persons 
who participate in them. See his Principles of Morals and Legislation. 
He summed up his view in the following doggerel verses— 
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preferable to others because they last longer. Pains require 
also to be taken into account. Pain is simply the opposite of 
pleasure, and is consequently to be treated just as negative 
quantities are treated in mathematics. If a pleasure is repre- 
sented by +a, the corresponding pain will be represented 
by —a, and what we are to aim at is to secure the greatest 
sum of pleasures or the smallest sum of pains, pleasures 
being counted as positive and pains as negative. If there 
are three pleasures, valued respectively at 3, 4,and 5; 5 is to 
be preferred to either 3 or 4, 3+4 is to be preferred to 5, 
3+5 to3+4, and4+5 to3+5. Again, if we have pains 
valued at —3, —4, —53; —3 1s to be preferred to-—4, and 
—4 to —5. Sotoo 5-3 is to be preferred to 4-3, and 
3-4 to 3-5; while between 4-3 and 5-4, or between 
3-3 and 4-4, there is no ground of preference. And 
so on. 

§ 8. Ecoistic Heponism.—Egoistic Hedonism is the doc- 
trine that what each ought to seek is his own greatest 
pleasure. Almost the only writers who have held this 
doctrine in a pure form are the Cyrenaics and Epicureans. 
The writers of the former school, however, confined them- 
selves to inculcating the pursuit of the pleasure of each 
moment as it passes—z.e. they did not take account of 
duration. The Epicureans inculcated rather the endeavour 
to secure the happiness of life as a whole. In modern 
times, owing to the spirit of self-sacrifice introduced by 


“Intense, long, certain, speedy, fruitful, pure, 

Such marks in pleasures and in pains endure. 

Such pleasures seek, if pyzvate be thy end ; 

If it be pubic, wide let them extend, 

Such pains avoid, whichever be thy view ; 

If pains must come, let them extend to few.” 
Cf Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, p.240-J,and Dewey’s Outlines of 
Ethics, pp. 36-7. 
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Christianity, this doctrine has seldom been avowed in any 
form. Hobbes! and Gassendi are the chief modern writers 
who decidedly adopt this view; and it is by them made 
to rest on psychological Hedonism. It appears also ina 
manner in Spinoza;? but he subordinates it to a certain 
metaphysical theory, which we cannot here consider. 
Egoistic Hedonism has always presented a repulsive 
appearance to the moral consciousness. Yet it is possible 
to give it a plausible appearance, and even at the present 
time it is recognized by Dr. Sidgwick as an inevitable 
element in a complete system of Ethics, The reason why 
this should seem to be so is evident enough. . It is clear 
that the end at which we are to aim must be some end that 
will give us satisfaction. When asked why we pursue any 
end, the only reasonable answer that can be given, is that it 
satisfies some demand of our nature; and the only finally 
satisfactory answer that can be given, is that it satisfies the 
most fundamental demand of our nature. For if we say 
that we pursue the end for some external reason—as, ¢. g., 
because we are commanded by some superior authority— 
1 For an account of Hobbes, see Sidgwick’s story of Ethics, 
pp. 163—170. It should be observed, however (what perhaps Dr. 
Sidgwick does not sufficiently bring out), that the Egoism of Hobbes is 
much more pronounced than his Hedonism. It is even open to question 
whether he is strictly to be regarded as a Hedonist at all, though on the 
whole the answer seems to be in the affirmative. Cf Croom Robertson’s 
Hobbes, p. 136. Helvetius and Mandeville may perhaps also be classed 
as Egoistic Hedonists. See Lecky’s History of Europzan Morals, p. 6 
sqq- But Mandeville can hardly be taken seriously. It should be 
added that scarcely any of these writers can be regarded as purely (or 
at least consistently) egoistic. Even Hobbes is led in the end to 


recognize a law of Reason (though of a very derivative character) bidding 
us have regard to the general good. See Croom Robertson’s Hoddes, 
p- 142. 

2 See Principal Caird’s Sgcnoza, chaps. xil. and xiii. Spinoza’s 
highest end was rather d/essedness than pleasure. See below, p. 110. 
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there still remains the question why we are to be influenced 
by that external reason. The only answer that leaves no 
further question behind it, is the answer that has reference 
to an ultimate demand of our nature. Now, when we are 
asked what it is that satisfies the ultimate demands of our 
nature, it is very natural to answer ‘ Pleasure.” 

On consideration, however, it appears that, in giving this 
answer, we are misled by the same ambiguity as that which 
we encountered in dealing with psychological Hedonism. 
It is undoubtedly true that whatever satisfies the ultimate 
demands of our nature will bring pleasure with it, and may 
consequently be described as a pleasure. But this pleasure 
must have some objective content, and that content is not 
itself pleasure. The object that gives us pleasure may be 
the pleasure of some one else, or it may be the welfare of 
our country, or it may be the fulfilment of what we conceive 
to be our duty. These things are pleaswres—t. e. they are 
objects the attainment of which wiil bring us pleasure. But 
they are not themselves pleasure—t. e. agreeable feeling. 
Here, again, therefore, to say that we ought to seek 
pleasures, is not to say that we ought to seek pleasure. 

Dr. Sidgwick, however, thinks! that “when we sit down 
in a cool hour” (as he says, quoting Butler), we perceive 
that there is nothing which it is reasonable to seek—~z. e. 
nothing which is desirable in itself—except pleasure. He 
then argues that since pleasure is the one desirable thing, 
the greatest pleasure must be the most desirable. A more 
intense pleasure is consequently to be preferred to a less 
intense, and a pleasure which lasts longer to one that is of 
shorter duration. Further, he urges that, in estimating our 
pleasures, a past or future pleasure ought, ceteris paribus, 
to be regarded as of equal value with a present one. For 

1 Methods of Ethics, Book I1I., chap. xiv., § 5) 
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mere difference of time! can of itself make no difference to 
the value of our pleasures.? All this is evidently true, on 
the assumption that pleasure is the one desirable thing. 
But there seems to be no warrant for this assumption.® 

§ 9. Universatistic HEDONISM.—Universalistic Hedonism 
or Utilitarianism is the theory that what we ought to aim at 
is the greatest possible amount of pleasure of all human 
beings, or of all sentient creatures. The chief exponents 
of this theory are Bentham, J. S. Mill, and Professor 
Sidgwick. Bentham’s proof of the theory is not very 
explicit,t and may perhaps be considered to be sufficiently 
represented by that of Mill. Mill’s argument is stated thus 
in the fourth chapter of his Ulitartanism: “No reason 
can be given why the general happiness is desirable, except 
that each person, so far as he believes it to be attainable, 
desires his own happiness. This, however, being a fact, we 
have not only all the proof which the case admits of, 
but all which it is possible to require, that happiness is a 
good: that each person’s happiness is a good to that 
person, and the general happiness, therefore, a good to the 
aggregate of all persons.” He then goes on to argue that 
happiness is the only good, on the ground that we have 
already noticed—v7z. that to desire a thing and to find it 
pleasant are but two ways of expressing the same thing. 
Now it would be difficult to collect in a short space so 
many fallacies as are here committed. We have already 
noticed the confusion in the last point, due to the ambiguity 
in the word “pleasure.” We have also noticed the con- 


1 Apart from the wzcertainty which is generally connected with the 
lapse of time. Allowance would, of course, have to be made for this. 

2 Methods of Ethics, Book II., chap. xiili., § 3. 

®> Cf § 5, and see below, § 10. 

* Cf Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 241-245. 


104 ETHICS. [CH. VI. 


fusion with regard to the meaning of “ desirable,” which 
vitiates the first part of the argument. It only remains 
to notice the fallacy involved in the inference that ‘the 
general happiness is a good to the aggregate of all persons.” 
The fallacy is that which is known in logic as “the fallacy 
of composition.” It is inferred that because my pleasures 
are a good to me, yours to you, his to him, and so on, 
therefore my pleasures + your pleasures + his pleasures 
are a good to me + you + him. It is forgotten that 
neither the pleasures nor the persons are capable of being 
made into an aggregate. It is as if we should argue that 
because each one of a hundred soldiers is six feet high, 
therefore the whole company is six hundred feet high. The 
answer is that this would be the case if the soldiers stood 
on one another’s heads. And similarly Mill’s argument 
would hold good if the minds of all human beings were to 
be rolled into one, so as to form an aggregate. But as it 
is, ‘“‘the aggregate of all persons” is nobody, and con- 
sequently nothing can be a good to him. A good must be 
a good for somebody.! 

Dr. Sidgwick’s proof is of a more satisfactory character. 
He considers universalistic Hedonism to be established in 
the very same way as Egoistic Hedonism is established.? 
He thinks that he has shown that pleasure is the only thing 
that is in itself desirable. This being the case, pleasure is 
always to be chosen. And in the choice of pleasure, 
reason bids us be impartial. The greatest attainable 
pleasure is always to be selected. In choosing our own 
pleasures, the future is to be regarded as of equal weight 
with the present. In like manner, also, the pleasures of 
others are to be regarded as of equal weight with our own. 


1 Cf. Bradley’s Ethical Studies, p. 103. 
2 Methods of Ethics, Book III., chap. xiii.,§ 3. 
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It might be thought that in this way Dr. Sidgwick had 
overthrown egoistic Hedonism, and shown universalistic 
Hedonism to be the only reasonable Hedonistic system. 
But, for some reason which it is not easy to discover, he 
does not consider this to be the case. So far as can be 
made out, the reason seems to be that what is primarily our 
good is our own pleasure; and it is only in a secondary 
way that we discover that the pleasure of others ought to 
be equally regarded. Now this secondary discovery cannot 
overthrow the first primary truth. Hence we are bound 
still to regard our own pleasure as a supreme good. For 
this reason Dr. Sidgwick considers that there is a certain 
contradiction or dualism in the final recommendations of 
reason. We are bound to seek our own greatest pleasure, 
and yet we are bound also to seek the greatest pleasure of 
the aggregate of sentient beings. Now these two ends may 
not, and probably will not, coincide. There is thus a con- 
flict between two different commands of reason. This 
conflict is referred to by Dr. Sidgwick as ‘‘the Dualism of 
Practical Reason.” ! But if there is any force in this con- 
sideration, it seems as if we might carry it further, and say 
that there is a similar conflict between the pursuit of our 
own greatest pleasure at a given moment and the pursuit of 
the greatest happiness of life as a whole. For it is the 
pleasure of a given moment that appears to be primarily 
desirable. At any given moment what seems desirable is 
the satisfaction of our present wants. Consequently, on the 
same principle we might say that we are bound to seek 


1 For Dr. Sidgwick’s view on this point, see his Methods of Ethics, 
concluding chapter. Prof. Gizycki, who is to a large extent a follower 
of Dr. Sidgwick, does not accept his doctrine on this point. See his 
criticism of the fourth edition of the JZethods of Ethics in the 
International Journal of Ethics for October, 1890. 
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the greatest pleasure of a given moment no less than the 
greatest pleasure of our whole life. There would thus be 
three kinds of Hedonism instead of two—the Cyrenaic 
view being recognized as well as the Epicurean and the 
Benthamite. However, it is perhaps scarcely worth while 
to consider which form of Hedonism is the most reason- 
able, as they seem all to be based on a misconception. 

Two points may be noted with regard to universalistic 
Hedonism. In the first place, it used to be described as 
Utilitarianism, because it was supposed to inculcate the 
pursuit of what is useful. But it is now seen that pleasure 
is not more useful than any other possible end; and the 
name has consequently been dropped in scientific writings 
—though, for shortness, the term is still often used as a 
designation of the school. In the second place, the end 
of universalistic Hedonism used to be described as being 
the attainment of “the greatest happiness of the greatest 
number.” The meaning of this was,! that if we had to 
choose between a great happiness of a small number and a 
smaller happiness of a great number, we ought to prefer 
the latter, even if the total happiness were less. But it is 
now recognized that if pleasure is to be regarded as the 
good, we are bound to choose the greatest pleasure, even 
if it should be concentrated in a single person, instead 
of being distributed over a large number. Accordingly, 
this phrase has also been abandoned.? 


1 In so far as it had any definite meaning. The phrase seems to 
have been frequently employed without any definite meaning being 
attached to it. There is an interesting discussion of this point in 
Edgeworth’s Mathematical Psychics, p. 117 sqq. 

? It should be observed that Bentham himself seems, in his later 
years, to have discarded the expression ‘‘ of the greatest number.” His 
reasons for doing so (which are not very clearly explained) may be found 
in Burton’s Lxtroduction to Bentham’s Works, pp. 18 and 19, note. 
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§ 10. GrneRAL Criticism oF Heponism. (a) Pleasure 
and Value.—We see now the general foundation on which 
the Hedonistic theory of Ethics rests. It may be based 
either on a psychological theory of the object of desire or 
on a theory of value. The former basis has been perhaps 
sufficiently discussed ; but on the latter some remarks must 
still be added. 

The general point of view is that, though our desires may 
often be directed to other objects than pleasure, yet, when 
we set ourselves calmly to consider the matter, we see that 
pleasure is that which alone constitutes the value for us of 
the objects of our experience. A psychosis (to use Prof. 
Huxley’s term,! adopted by recent psychologists), ze a 
state of consciousness, is valuable for us exactly in pro- 
portion as it is pleasant. Consequently, though the impulse 
of desire may sometimes move towards the less pleasant of 
two possible objects; and though, therefore, we cannot say 
that our desires are always moved simply by the calculation 
of pleasure; yet, when we reflect calmly, and from a purely 
egoistic point of view, we see that the only reasonable 
ground of preference between two psychoses is that the one 
is more pleasurable than the other. Hence, though it is 
not true that we always act in such a way as to secure for 
ourselves the pleasantest of possible psychoses, yet we ought 
(ze. it is reasonable) to secure for ourselves the most 
pleasant, so long as this does not interfere with the pleasure 
of any one else; and, in general, we ought to act in such a 
way as to make the sum of the pleasures of all psychoses, 
present and future, as great as possible. 

Now it is true, I think, that pleasure may fairly be 
described as a sense of value. Mr. Bradley has said® that 


1 Huxley’s Hume, p. 62. 2 Cf. Dewey’s Psychology, p. 16. 
3 Ethical Studies, p. 234. 
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pleasure is essentially “the feeling of self-realizedness.” 
Exception might be taken to this, on the ground that it can 
scarcely be applied to the feelings of animals, or to the more 
animal pleasures of men. But at any rate we may say that 
the feeling of pleasure is the accompaniment of objects 
which have a certain value for the consciousness to which. 
they are presented. It is of some importance, I think, to 
remember that it is the objects, not the feelings of pleasure, 
that have value—the feeling of pleasure being the sevse of 
value, not the vadwe itself; but with this point we need not 
here trouble ourselves. It is sufficient to note that, from 
this point of view, it seems at least plausible to say that, 
though pleasure is not the direct object of desire, and 
though it is not even in itself that which has value for us, 
yet it may be accepted as the measure of value ; just as the 
degrees of a thermometer, though not themselves heat, may 
be taken as the measure of heat; or as a token currency, 
though of little value in itself, may serve to measure the 
values of commodities. 

This, I say, is a plausible view. But it evidently rests 
on the assumption that pleasures are all of the same sort; 
just as the power of money to serve as a measure of the 
values of goods rests on the assumption of a certain uni- 
formity in the currency. If the sense of value which we 
have in pleasant feeling is to be taken as the measure of 
the values which we reasonably attach to the different 
objects that are presented to our consciousness, this implies 
that the values are always judged by the same standard, 
always presented, so to speak, before the same court of 
appeal. Or (taking Mr. Bradley’s phrase) if pleasure is the 
feeling of self-realizedness, then, in taking pleasure as the 
measure of our self-realization, we assume that it is always 
the same self that ts realized. But is this the case? Before 
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considering this point any further, it may be well to notice 
the form in which it was presented by Mill. 

(2) Quality of Pleasures—We may say briefly that the 
Hedonistic theory proceeds on the assumption that all 
pleasures are capable of being quantitatively compared— 
that it is always possible to determine with regard to two 
pleasures, or two sums of pleasures, which is the greater and 
which is the less. On this point a serious difficulty was 
raised } by J. S. Mill, who called attention to the fact that 
pleasures differ not merely in quantity but also in quality— 
that some pleasures are preferable to others, not because as 
pleasures they are greater, but because they are of a more 
excellent kind. If this is the case, it is evident that the 
Hedonistic theory must be abandoned, for it is then no 
longer true that pleasure is the only desirable thing. One 
pleasure is, on this view, more desirable than another, not on 
account of its nature as pleasure, but on account of some 
other quality that it possesses, beyond its mere pleasantness. 
Further, if we admit differences of quality, it becomes 
impossible to place pleasures, and sums of pleasure, in any 
precise order of desirability. Qualities cannot be estimated 
against quantities, unless in some way they can be reduced 
to quantities—and this, on Mill’s supposition, is not the 
case. It becomes important, therefore, to consider whether 
there really are qualitative differences among pleasures. In 
order to do this, we must recur to some of the points that 
were discussed in the last chapter. 

(c) Kinds of Pleasure—In the last chapter we distin- 
guished between appetites and desires, and we pointed out 
also that desires may belong to a great variety of distinct 


1 Utilitarianism, chap. ii. We did not, indeed, raise the point as 
a difficulty, but rather as indicating a way out of a difficulty. But 
evidently it is a difficulty from the Hedonistic point of view. 
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universes. Now just as there is a distinction between 
different kinds of desire, so there is a distinction between 
the feelings of satisfaction which accompany the attainment 
of their objects. When an appetite is satisfied, the feeling 
of satisfaction is simple and immediate. It is to this kind 
of feeling that the term pleasure is perhaps most properly 
applied. On the other hand, the feeling which accompanies 
the satisfaction of desire is of a more intellectual or reflec- 
tive character, and ought perhaps rather to be described as 
happiness. Human desire involves the more or less direct 
consciousness of an end, and in the feeling which accom- 
panies its satisfaction there is also a more or less direct 
consciousness of an end attained. These feelings vary 
greatly, according to the nature of the universe within which 
we are living at the time when the desire is satisfied. The 
feelings of satisfaction that belong to the universe of self- 
interest are very different from those that belong to the 
universe of duty ; those that belong to the universe of animal 
enjoyment are very different from those that belong to the 
universe of poetic or religious emotion. Carlyle has sug- 
gested! that, in the case of such higher universes as these, 
the feeling ought to be described rather as dlessedness? 
than as happiness. At any rate, whether or not we use 
different words for the different universes, it seems clear 
that the feelings in question are of very different characters. 
It is, in fact, a very different self that is realized in each of 
these cases; and the feeling of self-realizedness is conse- 
quently different. Or, to put it in the other form that we 
have used,? the sense of value in each case is a sense of 
value for a different judge. We are estimating, as it were, 


1 Sartor Resartus, Book II., chap. ix. 
2 Spinoza also seems to use the term Jdeatitudo in this sense. Cf 
also Janet’s Theory of Morals, Book I., chap iv. 3. Above, p. 108. 
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sometimes in gold, sometimes in silver, and sometimes in 
copper. Now it might be possible, no doubt, to find a 
common denominator for these: but this common de- 
nominator does not seem to be supplied in the feeling of 
pleasure itself. 

There is, however, a difficulty which is apt to present 
itself at this point. Itis apt to be thought that what is 
different in these different cases is not the feeling itself, but 
merely the object on which the feeling depends, This is 
the point that we have next to consider. 

(@) Pleasure inseparable from its Object.—Pleasure, it must 

e remembered, is not an entity, having an existence by 
itself, independently of the object in which pleasure is felt, 
or of the unity of consciousness to which that object is pre- 
sented. It is an element in a total state of consciousness, 
and is entirely relative to the other elements in that state. 
It is the inner side of that of which the other elements may 
be said to form the outer side. The sharp distinction that 
we are apt to draw between an object of consciousness and 
the feeling of pleasure or pain which accompanies it, is due 
largely to an inadequate apprehension of the nature of the 
object which is presented to our consciousness. ‘Take, for 
instance, the pleasure which accompanies the hearing of a 
musical performance. ‘The pleasure here is evidently quite 
distinct from the music which we hear. But it must be 
remembered that the music which we hear is not the total 
object that is before our consciousness, ‘The hearing of the 
music is accompanied by all sorts of ideas which it calls 
up in our minds. It is accompanied also by other ideas 
which were passing through our minds before the music 
commenced. The object which is before our consciousness 
is a complex total of innumerable thoughts and images. 
Now the feeling of pleasure is not this complex total ; but 
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neither can it be said to be anything that 1s separable from 
that total. It is the inner side to which that total corre- 
sponds as the outer side. Given that total, we could not but 
have that feeling of pleasure. Change that total, and our 
feeling of pleasure must also be changed. The total con- 
tent of our consciousness in listening to a piece of music is 
different from the total content in reading a novel or wit- 
nessing a dramatic performance: the feeling of pleasure is 
also different. The feeling and the object to which it 
corresponds are like the two sides of a curve. They are 
distinguishable from one another ; yet they are inseparable, 
and the one necessarily varies with the other.! 

(e) Pleasures cannot be Summed.—It follows from this 
that there cannot be any calculus of pleasures—z.e. that 


1 Dr. Sidgwick has replied to this objection, as stated by Green, ‘‘It 
is sometimes said,” he remarks (Methods of Ethics, Book II1., chap. ii., 
§ 2, note) ‘* that ‘ pleasure as feeling, in distinction from its conditions 
which are not feelings, cannot be conceived.’ This is true in a certain 
sense of the word ‘ conceive’ ; but not inany sense which would prevent 
us from taking pleasure as an end of rational action. To adopt an old 
comparison, it is neither more nor less true than the statement that an 
angle cannot be ‘conceived’ apart from its sides. We certainly can- 
not form the notion of an angle without the notion of sides containing 
it ; but this does not prevent us from apprehending with perfect definite- 
ness the magnitude of any angle as greater or less than that of any other, 
without any comparison of the pairs of containing sides. Similarly we 
cannot form a notion of any pleasure existing apart from some ‘con- 
ditions which are not feelings’ ; but this is no obstacle to our compar- 
ing a pleasure felt under any given conditions with any other, however 
otherwise conditioned, and pronouncing it equal or unequal: and we 
require no more than this to enable us to take ‘amount of pleasure’ as 
our standard in deciding between alternatives of conduct.” But this 
reply seems to involve a misconception of the precise nature of the 
criticism. The length of the sides makes no difference to the size of 
the angle ;,;whereas Green’s argument is that the nature of the objects 


makes all ‘the difference in the world to the kind of pleasare that we 
feels 
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the values of pleasures cannot be quantitatively estimated. 
For there can be no quantitative estimate of things that are 
not homogeneous. But, indeed, even apart from this con- 
sideration, there seems to be a certain confusion in the 
Hedonistic idea that we ought to aim ata greatest sum of 
pleasures. If pleasure is the one thing that is desirable, it 
is clear that a sum of pleasures cannot be desirable ; for a 
sum of pleasures is not pleasure. We are apt to think that 
a sum of pleasures is pleasure, just as a sum of numbers is a 
number. But this is evidently not the case. A sum of plea- 
sures is not pleasure, any more than a sum of men is a man. 
For pleasures, like men, cannot be added to one another. 
Consequently, if pleasure is the only thing that is desirable, 
a sum of pleasures cannot possibly be desirable. If the 
Hedonistic view were to be adopted, we ought always 
to desire the greatest pleasure—z. e. we ought to aim at 
producing the most intense feeling of pleasure that it is 
possible to reach in some one’s consciousness.1_ This would 
be the highest aim. A sum of smaller pleasures, in a 
number of different people’s consciousnesses, could not 
be preferable to this; because a sum of pleasures is not 
pleasure at all. The reason why this does not appear to be 
the case, is that we habitually think of the desirable thing 
for man not as a feeling of pleasure but as a continuous 
state of happiness. But a continuous state of happiness 
is not a mere feeling of pleasure. It has a certain ob- 
jective content. Now if we regard this content as the 
desirable thing, we do not regard the feeling of pleasure 


1 Just as, if our object were to produce the greatest man (instead of 
the greatest pleasure), Falstaff would have to be preferred to the whole 
of his ragged company. We may calculate, no doubt, that nine tailors 
make a man; but that is only on the assumption that our object is not 
man as such, but the fulfilment of certain functions of a man. 

M. E. K 
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as the one thing that is desirable; 2 ¢ we abandon 
Hedonism. 

(f) Matter without Form.—We may sum up the defects 
of Hedonism by saying that it has the opposite fault 
to that which we found in the system of Kant. Kant’s 
principle of self-consistency gave us form without matter— 
the mere form of reason, with all the particular content of 
the desires left out. Hedonism, on the other hand, gives 
us matter without form. It takes up all the desires as they 
stand, and regards the satisfaction of all as having an equal 
right, in so far as the pleasant feeling accompanying the 
satisfaction is equally intense and lasts equally long. This 
view ignores the fact that what we really seek to satisfy is 
not our deszves but ourselves ; and the value of our satisfactions 
depends on the kind of self to which the satisfaction is 
given—z.e. it depends on the universe within which the 
satisfaction is received. It may be mere animal pleasure : 
it may be human happiness: it may be saint-like bliss. To 
consider it in this way is to consider our desires with 
reference to their form—with reference to the universe in 
which they have a place. Hedonism ignores this form. It 
looks on our desires and their gratifications simply as 
quantities of raw material. It regards our wants as so many 
mouths to be filled, and the pleasures of their satisfaction 
as so many lumps of sugar to go into them. It is matter 
without form.! 


1 For further criticism on Hedonism, I may refer to Bradley’s Ethical 
Studies, Essay III., Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, Book III., chap. i., 
and Book IV., chaps. ili. and iv., Sorley’s Ethics of Naturalism, Part 
I., chap. iii., Alexander’s Moral Order and Progress, Book II., Part I., 
chap. v., § 2, Janet’s Theory of Morals, Book I., chap. iv., Dewey’s 
Outlines of Ethics, pp. 14—67, Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, Book 
IiI., chap. i. For a fuller statement of my own view on this subject, 
I may refer to my Zntroduction to Soctal Philosophy, pp. 202—227. 
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§ 11. RELATION oF Happiness TO THE SELF.—But though 
we thus seem bound to reject the Hedonistic theory, we 
must not overlook the importance of happiness. If happi- 
ness is not exactly “our being’s end and aim,” it is yet 
certain that we cannot attain the end of our being without 
attaining happiness. All that we have to insist on is that 
in seeking happiness we must observe exactly what kind of 
happiness it is that we seek. Happiness is relative to the 
nature of the being who enjoys it. The happiness of a man 
is different from the happiness of a beast: the happiness of 
a wise man is different from the happiness of a fool. What 
constitutes our happiness, in fact, depends on the universe in 
which we live. The smaller our universe, the more easily 
is our happiness attained. 


** That low man seeks a little thing to do, 
Sees it and does it: 
This high man, with a great thing to pursue, 
Dies ere he knows it.” 


“Tt is indisputable,” as Mill says, “ that the being whose 
capacities of enjoyment are low, has the greatest chance of 
having them fully satisfied; and a highly-endowed being 
will always feel that any happiness which he can look for, as 
the world is constituted, is imperfect. But he can learn to 
bear its imperfections, if they are at all bearable; and they 
will not make him envy the being who is indeed unconscious 
of the imperfections, but only because he feels not at all the 
good which those imperfections qualify. It is better to be 
a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied ; better to be 
Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied.” What is im- 
portant, then, is not that we should seek the greatest sum 
of happiness, but the best kind of happiness. ‘We can 


1 Utilitarianism, chap. ii. 
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only have the highest happiness,” said George Eliot,! “such 
as goes along with being a great man—by having wide 
thoughts, and much feeling for the rest of the world as well 
as ourselves ; and this sort of happiness often brings so 
much pain with it that we can only tell it from pain by its 
being what we would choose before everything else, because 
our souls see it is good.” The nature of the highest happi- 
ness, then, depends not on its being the greatest sum, but 
on its belonging to the highest kind of character. That is, 
it depends on the nature of the self, on the nature of the 
universe within which we habitually live. To attain the 
highest happiness, then, we must live habitually in the 
highest kind of universe, and the desires that belong to 
that universe must be satisfied. 

§ 12. SELF-REALIZATION AS THE END.—We seem, how- 
ever, to be very little farther on than we were at the end of 
last chapter. For at the end of last chapter we propounded 
the question, how we were to distinguish a higher universe 
from a lower; and this question is still unanswered. We 
have only been enabled to see that quantity of pleasure 
cannot furnish the criterion, and that we must look for the 
criterion rather in the nature of the character itself. We 
see, in fact, that the end must consist in some form of self- 
realization, z.¢. in some form of the development of cha- 
racter—that the end, in short, ought to be described rather 
as perfection than as happiness. What perfection or self- 
realization consists in, we must endeavour to find out in the 
following chapter. 


1 Epilogue to Romola, 
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Note I, ON PLEASURE AND DESIRE. 


Both in this chapter and in the preceding, I have assumed that a 
satisfied desire brings pleasure, while an unsatisfied desire (or an un- 
satisfied appetite) is accompanied by pain. It should be observed, 
however, that this is a point on which there has been a good deal of 
discussion; and that the view taken in the text is not universally 
adopted. The chief point on which there is difference of opinion is 
with reference to what are called ‘‘the Pleasures of Pursuit.” It is 
held by some writers, and notably by Professor Sidgwick, that, in 
consequence of the existence of these pleasures, unsatisfied desires and 
appetites are frequently in themselves rather pleasurable than painful. 
It may be well here to add a few words on this point. Professor 
Sidgwick’s view is thus stated in the Afethods of Ethics (Book I., 
chap. iv., §2, p. 48) :— 

‘When a desire is having its natural effect in causing the actions 
which tend to the attainment of its object, it seems to be commonly 
either a neutral or a more or less pleasurable consciousness : even when 
this attainment is still remote. At any rate the consciousness of eager 
activity, in which this desire is an essential item, is highly pleasurable: and 
in fact such pleasures, which we may call generally the pleasures of Pur- 
suit, constitute a considerable element in the total enjoyment of life. In- 
deed it is almost a commonplace to say that they are more important than 
the pleasures of Attainment: and in many cases it is the prospect of the 
former rather than of the latter that induces us to engage in a pursuit.” } 
I believe that this antithesis between ‘‘ Pursuit” and ‘‘ Attainment” 
involves a fundamental misconception, and it seems to me to be of 
considerable importance that this misconception should be removed. 
There is, so far as I can see, no such thing as a pleasure of Pursuit, as 
opposed to Attainment. The truth appears to me to be rather that 
there are two kinds of attainment—what might be called progressive 
attainment and ca¢astrophic attainment. The “‘ pleasure of Pursuit’? is, 
I think, in reality the pleasure of progressive Attainment. When it 
was said, for instance, ‘‘ If I held Truth in my hand, I would let it go 
again for the pleasure of pursuing it,’’ what was really intended seems 


1 For some further illustrations of Dr. Sidgwick’s view, the reader 
may be referred to AZind, New Series, vol. i., No, 1 (Jan. 1892), pp. 


94—I01. 
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to have been the pleasure of progressively attaining it. And I think 
this is the case also with those pleasures that are referred to by Professor 
Sidgwick as “pleasures of Pursuit.” He takes the case, for instance, 
of agame of skill. ‘No ordinary player, before entering on such a 
contest, has any desire for victory init: indeed he often finds it difficult 
to imagine himself deriving gratification from such victory, before he 
has actually engaged in the competition. What he deliberately, before 
the game begins, desires is not victory, but the pleasant excitement of 
the struggle for it; only for the full development of this pleasure a 
transient desire to win the game is generally indispensable. This desire, 
which does not exist at first, is stimulated to considerable intensity by 
the competition itself: and in proportion as it is thus stimulated both 
the mere contest becomes more pleasurable, and the victory, which was 
originally indifferent, comes to afford a keen enjoyment.” With the 
whole of this passage I agree, with the single exception of the statement 
that the contest becomes more pleasurable zz froportion as the desire to 
win the game is stimulated. On the contrary, it seems to me that we 
may distinguish between two kinds of desire to win the game—v7z. the 
desire to win it simply as a catastrophic result, and the desire to win it 
as the culminating point in a continuous process. In proportion as the 
former kind of desire is stimulated, it appears to me that the game 
ceases to be pleasurable. It is, I believe, a common experience that 
the gambler whose aim is fixed exclusively on the result of the game 
ceases to get any real pleasure fromit. The man who really enjoys the 
game is he who desires victory, but desires it only as the culminating 
point in a progressive series. And the same applies in other cases. 
The mountaineer who merely wishes to reach the topmost peak, is 
simply annoyed by the process of climbing up: he would prefer to reach 
it by a balloon or by a hydraulic hoist. The man who enjoys the ascent 
is the one who desires the end only in so far as it gives unity and com- 
pleteness to the process of attaining it. So also the man who is merely 
interested in the conclusion of a story does not enjoy the novel in which 
it is told: his view is rather like that of Christopher Sly—‘*’Tis a very 
excellent piece of work—would ’twere done!” The man who really 
enjoys the story cares for the end only in relation to the process that 
leads up to it. Now the man who desires an end in relation to the 

rocess of reaching it, is not, I think, correctly described as receiving 
pleasure from a pursuit, as distinguished from an attainment. The 
pursuit is, for him, a progressive attainment. From the nature of the 
case, he could not attain otherwise than by pursuit, A story, for 
instance, does not admit of any kind of attainment but that of going 


: 
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through it from beginning to end, In such a process the desire receives 
a continuous satisfaction, and is not properly regarded as waiting for its 
satisfaction till the end is reached. 

I conceive that this view may be applied even to such a case as that 
of hunger. It seems to me, indeed, to be somewhat incorrect to speak 
of the mere apfpeézte of hunger as desire. MWzunger ought, I think, to be 
sharply distinguished from the deste for food. It seems to me to be 
mainly owing to the failure to draw this distinction that hunger is 
represented by Professor Sidgwick as forming an exception? to the 
general rule about the ‘‘ Paradox of Hedonism.’ ? It forms an exception, 
so far as I can see, only because it is not a desire at all. This, how- 
ever, is a side issue, on which I do not wish to insist at present. The 
craving of hunger, though not properly a desire, seems to resemble 
certain of our desires in being susceptible of a progressive satisfaction ; 
and it is for this reason, as I conceive, that the craving appears often to 
be pleasurable. It is pleasurable because it is continuously attaining its 
object. As far as I can judge, indeed, the satisfaction of hunger begins, 
under normal conditions, even prior to the taking of food at all. The 
‘‘watering of the mouth” is, I think, a commencement of satisfaction ; 
and in the case of predatory animals I suspect that there is a certain 
satisfaction even in the act of pursuit.? At any rate, the normal act of 
satisfying hunger does not appear to be of a catastrophic character. 
Ducere cenam is a principle of general applicability. The satisfaction 
of the craving is a progressive one. Now if this is the case, it seems 
clear that the mere fact that hunger is, under normal conditions, rather 
pleasurable than otherwise (which I believe to be true), cannot be ac- 
cepted as a proof that the mere craving in itself is pleasurable, or is not 
painful, in so far as it remains unsatisfied. For under normal conditions 
it is not unsatisfied, but is progressively attaining its end.4 

There is another point, closely connected with this one, which ap- 
pears to me to be overlooked by Professor Sidgwick in his discussion 
on the above subject—zzz. that our desires and appetites are capable, 
to a considerable extent, of an imaginative satisfaction. Dickens’s 


1 See Methods of Ethics, Book I., chap. iv., § 2, p. 49: ‘‘ This 
effect” [vdz. that we lose pleasure by seeking it] ‘‘is not visible, or at 
any rate is scarcely visible, in the case of passive sensual pleasures.” 

2 See above, § 3. 
3 It is only in ¢Azs sense, I think, mae there is any real ‘‘ pleasure of 


pursuit.” 
4 See also Spencer’s Data of Ethics, pP. 156—158. 
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“‘Marchioness” did not by any means stand alone in the power of 
‘‘making believe very much.” If it is true that 


**Cowards die many times before their deaths ; 
The valiant never taste of death but once,” 


it may also be said that the imaginative satisfy their desires many times 
before they are satisfied in fact, while the unimaginative have but a single 
satisfaction. The imaginative player, even if he loses, loses but once 
for a score of times that he has won—in fancy ; and these imaginary 
successes may be quite as satisfying to his mind at the moment as an 
equal number of real ones would have been. ‘The ‘‘ pleasures of Pur- 
suit’ are to a large extent made up of these mental victories ; and this 
fact must largely qualify our view of them as cases of unsatisfied desire, 
even apart from the consideration (which may not be always applicable) 
that the desire is in reality attaining its end by means of a continuous 
process. 

I make these remarks merely with the view of bringing out the point 
of view which seems to me correct, and which I have adopted in the 
present handbook. They are not by any means offered with the view 
of giving a complete solution to the difficult question involved.! 


Norte Il, ON MATTER AND FoRM. 


The Hedonistic point of view, which accepts the simple matter of the 
desires or passions, without any attempt to reduce them to form by 
reason, was well summed up by Hume (Z7veatise of Human Nature, 
Book II., Part III., Sect. III.), in his famous declaration that ‘* Reason 
is, and ought only to be the slave of the passions”—7. ¢. that it can 
only point the way to their gratification, not essentially modify or form 
them. Cf his Dissertation on the Passions, Sect. V. This is sub- 
stantially the point of view which all Hedonists adopt. But it involves 
a dualism between reason and passion similar to that recognized by 
Kant, except that it lays emphasis on the opposite side. 


1 Students interested in the subject of pleasures of Pursuit will find 
further discussion and admirable illustrations in Tucker's Light of 
Nature, chap. vi. 


CHAPTER VII. 


PERFECTION. 


‘*Man musste es zuletzt am gerathesten finden aus dem ganzen Com- 
plex der gesunden menschlichen Natur das Sittliche so wie das Schone 
zu entwickeln.” 1— GOETHE. 


§ 1. APPLICATION OF EVOLUTION To Morats.—The idea 
that the end at which we are to aim is the realization of the 
self or the development of character, leads us at once to 
regard the moral life as a process of growth. Although this 
idea has often been applied to the moral life in former ages, 
yet it is chiefly in recent times that the conception has been 
made prominent. The whole idea of growth or develop- 
ment—the idea of “evolution,” as it is often called—may 
almost be said to be a discovery of the present century. 
It was first brought into prominence by Hegel and Comte; 
it was applied by Lamarck, Darwin, and others, to the origin 
of species ; while Mr. Spencer and others have extended its 
applications to the origin of social institutions, forms of 
government, and the like, and even to the formation of the 
solar and stellar systems. With these applications we are 
not here concerned. We have to deal only with the appli- 
cation of the idea of evolution to morals. And even with 
this application we have to deal only in a certain aspect. 
Weare not concerned at present with the fact that the moral 


1 (It was at last found most advisable to deduce the development of Morals as 
well as of Aesthetics out of the whole Complex of healthy human nature,”’) 
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life of individuals and nations undergoes a gradual growth 
or development in the course of years or ages. ‘This is a 
fact of moral history, whereas here we are concerned only 
with the theory of that which is essential to the very 
nature of morality. When we say, then, that the idea of 
evolution is applicable to the moral life, we mean that the 
moral life is, in its very essence, a growth or development. 
The sense in which it is so will, it is hoped, become 
apparent as we proceed. 

§ 2. DEVELOPMENT OF LirE.—We may say, to begin with, 
that what we mean is this. There is in the moral life of 
man a certain end or ideal, to which he may attain, or of 
which he may fall short; and the significance of his life 
consists in the pursuit of this end or ideal, and the gradual 
attainment of it. We may illustrate what we mean by 
reference to the forms of animal life. Among animals there 
are some that we naturally regard as standing higher in the 
scale of being than others. We judge them to be higher 
by reference to a certain (it may be a somewhat vague) 
standard that we have in our minds—whether it be, as with 
Mr. Herbert Spencer, the standard of adaptation to their 
environment, or the standard of approximation to the 
human type, or whatever else it may be. Now if we are 
right in supposing that there is a continuous development 
going on throughout the species of animal existence, the 
main significance of this development will lie in the evolu- 
tion of forms of life that approach more and more nearly 
to the standard or ideal type. Similarly, the evolutionary 
theory of Ethics is the view that there is a standard or ideal 
of character, and that the significance of the moral life 
consists in the gradual approximation to that type. 

§ 3. HicHER anpD Lower Views or DEVELOPMENT.—In 
all development there is a beginning, a process, and an end, 
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The developing thing starts from a certain level and moves 
onwards towards a higher level. Now in general what is 
presented to us is neither the beginning nor the end, but 
the process. The lowest forms of animal life do not often 
come before our notice, and the nature of the lowest of all 
is quite obscure. Nor do we know what possibilities there 
may be of still further development in the forms of animal 
life. The starting-point and the goal are alike concealed 
from us: we see only the race. So it is also with the 
moral life. The earliest beginnings of the moral conscious- 
ness are hidden in obscurity ; and, on the other hand, we 
can scarcely form a clear conception of a perfectly developed 
moral life. We know it only in the course of its develop- 
ment. Nevertheless, we cannot understand the process 
except by reference either to its beginning or to its end. 
And we may endeavour to understand it by reference either 
to the one or to the other. Hence there are two possible 
methods of interpreting the moral life, if we adopt the 
theory of development. We may explain it by reference to 
its beginning or to itsend. The former is perhaps the more 
natural method ; as it is most usual to explain phenomena 
by their causes and mode of origination. But further con- 
sideration seems to show that this is in reality the lower 
and less satisfactory method. Let us consider briefly the 
nature and merits of the two methods, 

§ 4. EXPLANATION BY BEGINNING.—It seems most natural 
at first to endeavour to explain the moral life by tracing it 
back to its origin in the needs of savages, or even in the 
struggles of the lower animals. It is in this way that we 
explain ordinary natural phenomena, such as the formation 
of geological strata, and even the growth and decline of 
nations. We go back to the beginning, or as near to the 
beginning as we can get, and trace the causes that have 
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been in operation throughout the development of the object 
of our study. We do not inquire what the end of it will 
be. To inquire into this would, in general, throw little, 
if any, light upon its actual condition. Ought not the 
development of morals to be studied in the same way ? 
The answer seems clear. The science of Ethics, as we 
have already pointed out, occupies quite a different point 
of view from that of the natural sciences. It is not con- 
cerned with the investigation of origins and with the tracing 
of history, but with the determination of ideals and the 
consideration of the way in which these ideals influence 
conduct. Now the ideal lies at the end rather than at the 
beginning. In dealing with natural phenomena we are 
concerned primarily with what zs, and secondarily with the 
way in which it has come to be what it is. In Ethics, on 
the other hand, it is of comparatively little interest to know 
what is! ‘‘ Man partly is, and wholly hopes to be.” It is 
what he hopes to be that determines the direction of his 
growth. The meaning of this, however, may become 
clearer if we direct attention for a little to the theory of 
one of the most eminent of those recent writers who have 
endeavoured to deal with the moral life by tracing it back 
to its origin. 

§ 5. Mr. HERBERT SPENCER’S VIEW OF EruHics.—Mr. 
Herbert Spencer’s theory on this subject is contained in a 
very interesting book entitled Zhe Data of Ethics.2 To give 
any complete account of the contents of that book would 
be quite impossible here; but the following may be taken 


17, e. what zs in the purely natural history sense, in which we say that 
the lion zs, while the unicorn 7s mot. In the deeper sense, of course, 
Ethics zs concerned with what is—vzs. with what man’s fundamental 
nature zs. Cf. below, Appendix B, Note II. 

? Now Part I. of his larger book, Zhe Principles of Ethics, 
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as indicating its drift.1 Mr. Spencer begins by trying to 
determine what we mean by conduct, and what we mean 
by calling conduct good or bad. He examines this ques- 
tion by going back to the life of the lower animals. In all 
life there is what may be called conduct, and in all life it 
may be good or bad. Now the essence of life, as seen in 
its lowest forms, consists, according to Mr. Spencer, in “the 
continuous adjustment of internal relations to external 
relations ””—z. e. the constant effort of an organism to adapt 
itself to its environment. All conduct tends either to 
promote or to hinder such adaptation. In so far as it tends 
to promote it, it is good: in so far as it tends to hinder it, 
it is bad.. Good conduct produces pleasure, because it 
brings the organism into harmony with its surroundings. 
Bad conduct produces pain. Nearly all conduct is partly 
good and partly bad. Perfectly good conduct would be 
that which produces only pleasure with no accompanying 
pain. But conduct is relatively good when it tends on the 
whole to produce a surplus of pleasure over pain—z. e. when 
it tends on the whole to produce a more perfect adjustment 
of organism to environment. The supreme moral end is to 
help on the process of development, which consists in a 
more and more perfect adjustment of internal relations to 
external relations, 

§ 6. CriticisM oF Mr. SPENCER’S VieEw.—Now this theory 
is in many ways suggestive. It helps to bring the study of 
the moral life into co-ordination with the study of life 
generally ; and this is in harmony with the whole develop- 
ment of modern scientific thought, which leads us to believe 
that there are no absolute divisions between the various 
objects of our knowledge, and that we are never likely to 
fully understand any one of these objects without bringing 

1 Cf Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 254—257. 
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it into relation to all the rest. Yet a little reflection seems 
to show that Mr. Spencer’s theory involves a kind of torepor 
mporepov, or putting the cart before the horse. For what is 
meant by saying that the development of our lives means 
a continuous process of adjustment to our environment? - It 
is easy to see that in a certain sense such a process is 
continually going on. The progress of our knowledge 
means that we are constantly adjusting our ideas more and 
more to the objective realities of nature. In like manner, 
the advance of the arts means that we are gradually learning 
to adjust our modes of life to the necessities imposed upon 
us by the conditions of the external world. And so in 
morals, in so far as we can claim to have “‘sweeter manners, 
purer laws” than our forefathers, in so far as we have wider 
ideas of what is required of us, and are more conscientious 
in meeting these requirements, all this means that we are 
adjusting our modes of life more and more to the necessities 
of the case. But what exactly is implied in this adjustment ? 
Does it not imply, above everything, that we have certain 
ends that we set before ourselves to be attained? When we 
say that two things are not adjusted to one another, we 
imply that we have some idea of a relation in which the 
two things ought to stand and in which at present they do 
not stand. In a sense everything is adjusted to everything 
else. Death is an adjustment. A living being is conscious 
of a certain want of adjustment only because it has certain 
definite aims. The scientific man perceives that his ideas 
are not fully adjusted to the facts of nature, and he pursues 
knowledge in order that he may adjust them more com- 
pletely ; but a stone is adjusted to its environment without 
the need of any such effort! The scientific man is aware 
of a want of adjustment simply because he is aware of an 
1 Cf. Mr, Alexander’s Moral Order and Progress, pp. 271-2. 
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unattained end—in other words, because he brings an ideal 
with him to which the world does not conform. But if this 
be so, then surely we ought to turn the statement the other 
way about. We ought not to say that the deficiency of 
living beings, which the development of their lives is 
gradually removing, consists in the fact that they are not 
adjusted to their environment; but rather, at least in the 
case of self-conscious beings, that the deficiency consists in 
the fact that their environment is not adjusted to them. 
For it is not in the environment, but in themselves, that the 
standard lies, with reference to which a deficiency is pro- 
nounced. If a man were content to ‘‘let the world slide,” 
he would soon enough become adjusted to his environment ; 
it is because he insists on pursuing his own ends that the 
process of adjustment isa hard one. It is because he wants 
to adjust his environment to himself; or rather, because he 
wants to adjust both himself and his surroundings to a 
certain ideal of what his life ought to be. Even in the case 
of the lower animals, indeed, it would often be as true to 
say that they adjust their environment to themselves as that 
they adjust themselves to their environment. In any case, 
adjustment seems to have no meaning unless we presuppose 
some ideal form of adjustment, some end that is consciously 
or unconsciously sought. But if so, then it is surely rather 
with the idea of this end that we ought to start than with 
the mere idea of the process of adjustment, in which the end 
is presupposed. Though it seems natural to begin at the 
beginning in our explanation and move on, through the 
process, to the end; yet since in this case it is the end by 
which the process is determined, it is rather at the end that 
we ought to begin.? 


1 For a more complete discussion of Spencer’s doctrine, see Sorley’s 
Ethics of Naturalism, especially pp. 203—220, Alexander’s Moral 
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§ 7. Views OF OTHER EvoLuTIonists.—Mr. Spencer’s 
theory is distinguished from that of most other writers of 
the evolutionist school by the distinctness with which he 
recognizes an ultimate and absolute end to which conduct 
is directed. Although he begins his explanation from be- 
low, from the beginning, from the simplest forms of life, he 
yet leads up to the conception of an absolute end. Hence 
he insists on the need of treating Ethics from a teleological 
point of view!; and indeed carries his conception of an 
ultimate end so far that he even propounds the idea of an 
absolute system of Ethics, not relating to the present world 
at all, but rather to a world in which the adjustment to 
environment shall have been completely brought about.? 
Most other evolutionists have repudiated this absolute 
Ethics,? and have also avoided the statement of any absolute 
end to which we are moving. Thus, Mr. Leshe Stephen 
seems to content himself with the idea of health or efficiency. 
“A moral rule is a statement of a condition of social welfare.” 4 
Virtue means efficiency with a view to the maintenance of 
social equilibrium.® This theory does not require any view 
of an ultimate end to which society 1s moving; but simply 
takes society as it finds it, and regards its preservation and 
equilibrium as the end to be aimed at.® Mr. S. Alexander 


Order and Progress, pp. 266—277, Muirhead’s Zlements of Ethics, 
pp- 125—145, and Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, pp. 67—78, and pp. 
142—146. 

1 Data of Ethics, pp. 304-5. 

2 See Dr. Sidgwick’s account of this, story of Ethics, p. 256. 

5 See, for instance, Stephen’s Scéence of Ethics, p. 430, Alexander’s 
Moral Order and Progress, p. 270. 

4 Science of Ethics, p. 450. 5 Lbid,, pp. 79—81, &c. 

6 Cf. the statement of Mr. Stephen’s theory in Sidgwick’s History of 
Ethics, p. 237. Of course, on such a view, any actual state of society 
is regarded as being only partly in equilibrium ; and the end aimed at 
may be said to be a condition of perfect equilibrium. But the writers 
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adopts a view which is substantially the same. Thus he 
says,! “‘ An act or person is measured by a certain standard 
or criterion of conduct, which has been called the moral 
ideal. This moral ideal is an adjusted order of conduct, 
which is based upon contending inclinations and establishes 
an equilibrium between them. Goodness is nothing but 
this adjustment in the equilibrated whole.” This view of 
Ethics bears a close relation to the doctrine of the develop- 
ment of animal life which was set forth by Darwin. 
According to Darwin’s view, the development of animal 
species takes place by means cf a “struggle for existence,” 
in which ‘‘the fittest” survive. This process is commonly 
referred to as one of “natural selection.” In the same way, 
the view of Mr. Stephen and Mr. Alexander is that in the 
moral life there is a process of natural selection in which 
the most efficient, or the most perfectly equilibrated type of 
conduct is preserved. The connection between this theory 
and that of Darwin has been well worked out by Mr. S. 
Alexander in a recent article on ‘‘Natural Selection in 
Morals” 2; and as this seems to me to contain perhaps the 
best summary statement that we have in English? of the 
attempt to explain morality from below, it may be worth 
while to indicate briefly its general scope and gist. 

§ 8. NATURAL SELECTION IN Morats.—“ Natural Selec- 


referred to do not attempt to give any positive account of what would 
be involved in such an equilibrium. 

1 Moral Order and Progress, p. 399. 

2 International Journal of Ethics, vol. ii., No. 4 (July, 1882), pp. 
409—439. Cf. also Mr, Alexander's Moral Order and Progress, Book 
III., chap. iv., where the same point is brought out. 

3 An even more extreme instance of an attempt to explain morality 
from below, and on very similar lines, will be found in a recent 
German work entitled Zinleitung in die Moralwissenschaft by Georg 
Simmel. 

M. E, L 
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tion,” says Mr. Alexander,! ‘‘is a name for the process by 
which different species with characteristic structures contend 
for supremacy, and one prevails and becomes relatively 
permanent.” In the case of animal life the struggle is 
primarily one between different individuals or sets of indi- 
viduals, some of which die out, while the “more fit” survive. 
It is not exactly so in morals. ‘ The war of natural selec- 
tion is carried on in human affairs not against weaker or 
incompatible individuals, but against their ideals or modes 
of life. It does not suffer any mode of life to prevail or 
persist but one which is compatible with social welfare.” ? 
What happens in the animal world is that certain individuals 
or sets of individuals happen to be born with peculiar natural 
gifts. These gifts turn out to be such as make them more 
fit to survive than other individuals; and accordingly they 
do survive, and transmit their characteristics to their de- 
scendants, while their less favoured rivals die out. In the 
case of morals, however, we are dealing “ not with animals 
as such, but with minds.” In such cases ‘‘ we have some- 
thing of the following kind. A person arises (or a few 
persons) whose feelings, modified by more or less deliberate 
reflection, incline him to a new course of conduct. He 
dislikes cruelty or discourtesy, or he objects to seeing women 
with inferior freedom, or to the unlimited opportunity of 
intoxication. He may stand alone and with only a few 
friends to support him. His proposal may excite ridicule 
or scorn or hatred; and if he is a great reformer, he may 
endure hardship and obloquy, or even death at the hands 
of the great body of persons whom he offends. By degrees 
his ideas spread more and more ; people discover that they 
have similar leanings; they are persuaded by him; their 
previous antagonism to him is replaced by attachment to 


DLO CUCL DAG Us 2 Iltd., p. 428. 3 [bid., p. 420. 
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the new mode of conduct, the new political institution. 
The new ideas gather every day fresh strength, until at last 
they occupy the minds of a majority of persons, or even of 
nearly all.’’1 ‘Persuasion and education, in fact, without 
destruction, replace here the process of propagation of its 
own species and destruction of the rival ones, by which in 
the natural world species become numerically strong and 
persistent.” ‘ Persuasion corresponds to the extermination 
of the rivals” ; for “ the victory of mind over mind consists 
in persuasion.”2 Thus, then, the origin of moral ideals, 
hke the origin of species, is to be explained by a process of 
natural selection. 

§ 9. NEEp or TELEOLOGy.—Now there can be no doubt 
that all this is very suggestive and instructive ; but if it is to 
be taken as a complete account of the moral ideal, it labours 
under a fatal defect. It is a mere natural history of the 
growth of the moral life. Now in dealing with animal life 
we may be content with a mere natural history. In this 
case we do not want to know much more than the nature 
of the species that exist and that have existed, and the cir- 
cumstances that have led them to survive or perish. We 
are not much interested to inquire what right man has to 
extirpate the wolf, or how we are to justify the extermination 
of the mammoth or the survival of the ape. We are not 
specially interested in the relative values of different species 
of animal life. But it is just with the question of value that 
Ethics is concerned. We wish to know the ground of prefer- 
ence of one kind of conduct over another; and it is no 
solution of this problem to say that the one kind has suc- 
ceeded in driving out the other. ‘This, indeed, is partly 
admitted by Mr. Alexander himself. ‘A new plan of life,” 
he says, “is not made good because it succeeds ; its success 

1 Loc. cét., p. 414. 2 [bid., p. 420. 
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is the stamp, the zmprimatur affixed to it by the course of 
history, the sign that it is good.”! But this admission is 
of little value; for when he is asked what it is, then, that 
makes it good, what is the common characteristic that 
makes ideals morally valuable, he can only answer “‘ that 
that common characteristic consists in that such a plan of 
life is adapted to the conditions of existence; that under it 
the society reacts without friction upon its surroundings, or, 
as I should prefer to say, that in the conditions in which it 
is placed society can with this ideal so live that no part of 
it shall encroach upon the rest, that the society can be in 
equilibrium with itself”? But zy should we desire that 
society should be in equilibrium with itself? Whatis it that 
makes this condition valuable to us? ‘This is the question 
which we are forced to ask; and it is a similar question that 
recurs in connection with the view of Mr. Spencer, and 
with all similar theories. ‘These writers answer questions 
of natural history instead of questions of Ethics? What 
they say may throw considerable light on the way in which 


1 Loc. cit., p. 418. Sometimes, I think, Mr. Alexander forgets this. 
Thus, in his Moral Order and Progress, p. 307, he says—‘‘ Evil is 
simply that which has been rejected and defeated in the struggle with 
the good.” 

2 Titd., p. 419. Cf also Mr. Alexander’s article on ‘‘ The Idea of 
Value,” in AZind, vol. i., No. 1 (Jan,, 1892), especially pp. 44—48. 

® This point is very fully brought out in Sorley’s Ethics of Naturalism, 
Part II., chap. ix. A short passage may here be quoted (pp. 270-1). 
“A man might quite reasonably ask why he should adopt as maxims 
of conduct the laws seen to operate in nature. The end, in this way, is 
not made to follow from the natural function of man. ‘It is simply a 
mode in which the events of the world occur ; and we must, therefore, 
give a reason why it should be adopted as his end by the individual 
agent. To him there may be no sufficient ground of inducement to 
become ‘a self-conscious agent in the evolution of the universe.’ From 
the purely evolutionist point of view, no definite attempt has been made 
to solve the difficulty. It seems really to go no deeper than Dr, John- 
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the moral life has developed, but does not answer the ques- 
tion— Wry are we to choose that life? Why, we may ask, 
for instance, should we not seek to disturb the equilibrium 
of society, instead of promoting it? The answer to this 
could only be given by showing that that equilibrium is a 
good. Similarly, we may ask—Why may we not set our- 
selves in opposition to the stream of development which 
Mr. Spencer traces? Here again the answer to this question 
must be found by showing that the stream of development 
is leading to something which we recognize as good—some- 
thing that can serve as an ideal for our moral nature. If 
this can be shown, then we may s¢ar¢ from that ideal. That 
ideal then becomes the explanation of the process, instead 
of the process being an explanation of it. We go through 
the process of development decause we are seeking that ideal. 
The end, and not the beginning, is thus taken as the principle 
of explanation. 

§ 10. ExpLANATION BY END.—Even in the case of the 
development of animal life it is not at all certain that the 
idea of teleology ought not to be introduced. Indeed even 
in Mr. Spencer’s view of evolution there is a kind of 
teleology. The whole life of animals is regarded as a 
continual struggle after a perfect adjustment. That is the 
ideal by which the whole process is explained. And it is 
possible that on a deeper view of evolution the meaning of 
the process might be seen to have a still more profoundly 
teleological significance. So at least Emerson thought— 


‘« Striving to be man, the worm 
Mounts through all the spires of form.” 


son’s reply to Boswell, when the latter plagued him to give a reason 
for action: ‘Sir,’ said he, in an animated tone, ‘it is driving on the 
system of life.’” Cf. Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics, p. 82, Muirhead’s 
Elements of Ethics, pp. 143-4 and 146-7. 
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So also Hegel thought! But however this may be with 
regard to animal life, and to the life of nature generally, 
there can be no doubt that we must apply teleological ideas 
in Ethics. Indeed, as we have seen, this is explicitly stated 
by Mr. Herbert Spencer himself. But if this is the case, 
then the attempt to explain the moral life from behind can- 
not be of much avail. We must explain it rather by what 
lies in front of us, by the ideal or end that we have in view. 
How this may be done, may be indicated by a brief refer- 
ence to the work of the most distinguished of those thinkers 
in recent times who haye attempted it—the late Professor 
‘T.-H: Green, 

§ 11, GreeEn’s View or Etuics.—Green’s doctrine is stated 
in his great work entitled Prolegomena to Ethics, probably 
the most considerable contribution to ethical science that 
has been made in England during the present century.? 
Green taught that the essential element in the nature of 
man is the rational or spiritual principle within him. Man 
has appetite, as animals have, and, like them, he has sensa- 
tions and mental images ; but these, and everything else in 
man’s nature, are modified by the fact that he has reason. 
His appetites are not mere appetites: his sensations are not 
mere sensations. In his appetites there is always more or 
less explicitly present the consciousness of an end—z. e. 
they are desires and not mere appetites.? In his sensations 


1 Tt is still more remarkable (though perhaps not so consistent) to 
find such a pronounced materialist as Diihring objecting strongly to the 
Darwinian attempt to explain evolution by the mere struggle for 
existence, and urging the adoption of a more teleological view. See 
his Cursus der Philosophie, XI. iii. 

2 The account of Green’s doctrine contained in Sidgwick’s History of 
Ethics (pp. 259-260) is unhappily very inadequate. 

3 T may say that Green seems to me to exaggerate the extent to which 
animal appetites are transmuted in human consciousness. Perhaps, 
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there is always more or less explicitly present the element 
“of knowledge—z.e. they are perceptions and not mere 
sensations. ‘This is due to the fact that man is rational, 
self-conscious, spiritual. This is the essential fact with 
regard to man’s nature. Green points out, indeed, that 
even in animal life, and even in inanimate nature, we must 
assume the presence of a rational principle—just as Mr. 
Spencer points out that even in animal life there is present 
the principle of adjustment. But in nature the presence 
of this principle is implicit. We must believe that it is 
there, but it is concealed or imperfectly manifested. In 
man it is explicit; or, at any rate, it is decoming explicit. 
And the significance of the moral life consists in the constant 
endeavour to make this principle more and more explicit— 
to bring out more and more completely our rational, self- 
conscious, spiritual nature. How exactly this is to be done, 
Green admits, it is not easy to answer, just because our 
rational nature is not yet completely developed. The 
moral life is to be explained by its end; but as we have not 
reached the end, we cannot, in any complete form, give the 
explanation. Still, we can to a considerable extent see in 
what way our rational nature has been so far developed, 
and in what direction we may proceed to develop it more 
fully. 

This is a brief statement of Green’s point of view; and it 
certainly appears to furnish us with an answer to the question 
with which we set out—vzzz. the question how we are to 
determine which is the higher and which is the lower among 
our universes of desire. Green’s answer is—the highest 


however, my own statement above (chap. v., § 3) contains an exagger- 
ation on the oppositeside. At any rate, the main point here is that the 
essence of man consists in his rational nature, not in anything that he 
has in common with a mere animal (if there is any eve animal), 
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universe is that which is most completely rational. The 
meaning of this, however, must be somewhat more fully 
considered, in relation to the point of view that we have 
already tried to develop. 

§ 12. THE TruE SELF.—We have seen that there are a 
great number of universes within which a man may live. 
In some of these men live only for moments at a time: in 
others they live habitually. Some of them are universes 
within which no abiding satisfaction can be found. The 
universe of mere animal enjoyment is of this nature. Its 
pleasures soon pall upon the appetite. In others we find 
that we have a more permanent resting-place. Now the 
nature of the universe within which a man habitually lives 
constitutes, as we have seen, his character or self. If he 
chances to be led into some other universe by a sudden 
impulse or unexpected temptation, the man scarcely con- 
siders himself to be responsible for his actions within that 
universe. He says that he was zot himself when he acted 
so. He was not within his own universe. 

But there is no limited universe within which we can find 
permanent satisfaction. As we grow older, we get crusted 
over with habits, and go on, with little misgiving, within the 
universe to which we have grown accustomed. But if the 
universe is an imperfect one, we are not without occasional 
pricks of conscience—z. e. we sometimes become aware of 
a higher universe within which we ought to be living. 


‘*Just when we are safest, there’s a sunset-touch, 
A fancy from a flower-bell, some one’s death, 
A chorus-ending from Euripides— 

And that’s enough for fifty hopes and fears, 
As old and new at once as nature’s self, 
To rap and knock and enter in our soul.’”2 


1 Browning—Bishop Blougram’s Apology. 
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On such occasions we begin to feel that even in the life 
that we ordinarily live we are zot¢ ourselves. ‘There is a want 
of permanence in our habitual universe, just as there is in 
those into which we find ourselves occasionally drifted by 
passion and impulse. Just as we do not feel satisfied in 
these, but escape from them as rapidly as we can, and 
declare that we were not ourselves when we were in them; 
so we become conscious at times that even in our habitual 
lives there is something unsatisfying, and if it were not for 
the frost of custom we would make our escape from these 
also, and declare that in them also we are not ourselves. 
Where, then, is the universe within which we should find 
an abiding satisfaction? What is the true self? 

The true self is what is perhaps best described as the 
rational self. It is the universe that we occupy in our 
moments of deepest wisdom and insight. To say fully what 
the content of this universe is, would no doubt, as Green 
points out,! be impossible. The content of the universe of 
rational insight is as wide as the universe of actual fact. 
To live completely in that universe would be to understand 
completely the world in which we live and our relations to 
it, and to act constantly in the light of that understanding. 
This we cannot hope to do. All that we can do is to 
endeavour to promote this understanding more and more 
in ourselves and others, and to act more and more ina way 
that is consistent with the promotion of this understanding. 
So to live is to be truly ourselves. 

§ 18. THe REAL MEANING OF SELF-CONSISTENCY.—From 
this point of view we are better able to appreciate the real 
significance of the Kantian principle, that the supreme law 
of morals is to be self-consistent. This law, as we pointed 
out, seemed to supply us with a mere form without matter. 


1 Prolegomena to Ethics, § 288, p. 310. 
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It is not so, however, if we interpret the statement to 
mean not merely that we are to be selfconsistent, but that 
we are to be consistent with the sedf—t. e. with the true self. 
For this principle has a content, though the content is not 
altogether easy to discover. Kant’s error, we may Say, 
consisted in this, that he understood the term Reason in a 
purely abstract way. He opposed it to all the particular 
content of our desires; whereas, in reality, reason is 
relative to the whole world which it interprets. The uni- 
verse of rational insight is the universe in which the whole 
world—including all our desires—appears in its true re- 
lations. To occupy the point of view of reason, therefore, 
is not to withdraw from all our desires, and occupy the 
point of view of mere formal self-consistency; it is rather 
to place all our desires in their right relations to one another. 
The universe of rational insight is a universe into which 
they can all enter, and in which they all find their true 
places. The meaning of this will, it is hoped, become 
clearer as we proceed. 

§ 14. THe MEANING oF OuGHT.—We have now reached 
the central point in the problem of Ethics. We now see in 
some degree what is the meaning of ought—what is the 
true significance of the ethical imperative. The ought of 
duty is not a command imposed upon us from without. It 
is simply the voice of the true self within us. Conscience 
is the sense that we are zof ourselves!; and the voice of 
duty is the voice that says, ‘‘to thine own self be true.” 

But we are now led to another problem. We see what 
“ought” means; but there is an implication in this term 
which we have not yet considered. There is the implication 
of power. There would be no meaning in saying that we 
ought to do anything which it is impossible for us to do. 

1 Cf. below, chap. ix., § 13. 
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It is a legitimate inference, as Kant pointed out,! to say — 
“You ought, therefore you can.” To say that we ought 
to do anything implies that we are free to do it. Thus from 
the problem with regard to the meaning of “ ought,” we are 
naturally led to the problem with regard to the Freedom of 
the Will—a very vexed question. After dealing with this 
problem, so far as our limits will permit, we shall be in a 
position to consider the relation of the individual to society, 
and in this way to bring out more clearly the content of the 
moral life. 


1 See his Critique of Practical Reason, Part I., Book I., chap. i., § 6 
(Abbott’s translation, pp. 117—119), 


CHAPT ERey EU: 
THE FREEDOM OF THE WILL. 


§* So nigh is grandeur to our dust, 
So near is God to man, 
When Duty whispers low, Zhou must, 
The youth replies, 7 caz.”— EMERSON, 


§ 1. FREEDOM ESSENTIAL TO MoraLs.— We have just noted 
that a certain kind of freedom is demanded by the moral 
imperative. There would be no meaning in an “ought” 
if it were not accompanied bya “can.” It does not follow, 
however, that the “can” refers to an immediate possibility. 
A man ought to be wise, for instance; but wisdom is a 
quality that can only be gradually developed. What can 
be done at once is only to put ourselves in the way of 
acquiring it. Similarly, we ought to love our neighbours. 
But love is a feeling that cannot be produced at will.1 We 
can only put ourselves in the way of cultivating kindly 
affections. But it would be absurd to say that a man ought 
to add a cubit to his stature or to live for two hundred 
years. He cannot even put himself in the way of attaining 


1 For this reason Kant even denies that love is a duty. See Méeta- 
physic of Morals, section I, (Abbott’s translation, pp. 15-16). But love 
can be cultivated, though it cannot be directly produced. Kant’s view 
on this and kindred points is due to the absolute antithesis which he 
makes between Reason and Feeling. Cf Caird’s Critical Philosophy of 
Kant, vol. ii., pp. 280—282. See also above, chap. iv., § 9, the Note at 
the end of chap. iv., p. 70, and chap. v., § 10; and below, chap. xiii., § 2. 
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these ends, and they cannot therefore form any part of his 
duty. Now if a man’s will were absolutely determined by 
his circumstances, it would be strictly impossible for him to 
become anything but that which he does become, and con- 
sequently it would be impossible that he ought to be any- 
thing different. There would thus be no “ought” at all. 
Moral imperatives would cease to have any meaning.! If, 
then, there is to be any meaning in the moral imperative, 
the will must not be absolutely determined by circumstances, 
but must in some sense be free. 

§ 2. NECESSITY ESSENTIAL TO Morats.—Nevertheless, 
there is a sense also in which necessity is required for the 
moral life. The moral life consists, as we have endeavoured 
to point out, in the formation of character. Now to have a 
character is to live habitually in a certain universe. And 
in any given universe desires have a definite position with 
reference to one another; so that there can be no doubt 
which is to give place to another. Hence the more 
decidedly a character is formed, the more uniform will be 
its choice and its action. Nay, even in the case of charac- 
ters that are imperfectly formed, any uncertainty that exists 
with regard to the action is due only to our imperfect 
knowledge. It is difficult to predict what will be done by 


1 Hence purely determinist writers (see below, § 3, ote), when they 
are quite consistent, deny the existence of any absolute ‘‘ ought,” and 
regard Ethics not as a normative science, but as an ordinary natural 
history science—investigating what men do or tend to do, not what 
they ought to do, This is the view, for instance, which is taken by 
Schopenhauer (who, in spite of his emphasis on the Will, was to all 
intents a pure determinist), Cf Janet’s Zheory of Morals, p. 138. 
Another good example of pure determinism, accompanied by the denial 
of the unity of the self, leading to a natural history view of Ethics, will 
be found in Simmel’s Zinlectung in die Moralwissenschaft. Bentham’s 
attitude to some extent illustrates the same thing. See above, p, 98, 
note, 
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a man who is continually shifting from one universe to 
another. But his action would be fully foreseen by any one 
who knew exactly the relation in which these universes 
stand to one another in his mental life. And not only is 
this true as a fact with regard to the moral lives of men, 
but it szs¢t be true if the moral life is to have any meaning. 
The moral life means the building up of character, 7. e. it 
means the forming of definite habits of action. And if a 
habit of action be definite, it is uniform and predictable. 
Now necessity is often understood to mean nothing more 
than uniformity. In this sense, then, necessity is required 
for the moral life. 

§ 3. THE TRUE SENSE OF FREEDOM.—It is apt to seem as 
if there were a certain contradiction between these two 
demands of the moral life. But there is no contradiction 
when we observe precisely what is the nature of the freedom 
and what is the nature of the necessity that is demanded. 
The necessity means simply the uniform activity of a given 
character. The freedom, on the other hand, means simply 
the absence of determination by anything outside the 
character itself. A vicious man in a sense can, and in a 
sense cannot, do a good action. He cannot, in the sense 
that a good action does not issue from such a character as 
his. A corrupt tree cannot bring forth good fruit. But he 
can do the action, in the sense that there is nothing to prevent 
him except his character—t. e. except himself. Now a man 
cannot stand outside of himself, and regard a defect in his 
own character as something by which his action is hindered. 
If he can, dut for himself, he can in the only sense that is 
required for morality. To be free means that one is 
determined by nothing but oneself! What this means, 


1 Those writers who insist on the fact that there is determination or 
law in all our actions, and who on this ground deny freedom, are com- 
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however, we must endeavour to explain somewhat more 
fully. 

§ 4. AnimaL SponTANEITY.—Consider in what sense an 
animal is free. As compared with a plant or a stone, it 
evidently has a certain spontaneity. It is not moved from 
without, as a stone seems to be, but conducts itself in accord- 
ance with its own inner feelings. It should be observed, 
however, that even a stone is not moved entirely from without. 
No rock was ever thrown to the ground without its own 
consent. What we call the laws of nature in obedience to 
which stones are raised or thrown down, are laws of the 
stone’s nature as well as of things outside of it. ‘The hyssop 
grows in the wall, because the whole universe cannot 
prevent it from growing.” 1 This is as true as to say that it 
grows there because the whole universe makes it grow. The 
law is within it quite as truly as it is without it. In this 
sense Hegel was no doubt right in saying that the planets 
run round the sun freely like the immortal gods. “The 
sun attracts them,” it is said. But the sun could not attract 
them unless they were willing to be attracted—z. e. unless 
it lay in their own nature to be attracted. Still, we do not 
usually think of the planets, or of inanimate nature generally, 
as having any spontaneity in its motions. And rightly. 
The movements of the planets are not determined by them- 
selves ; for they have no selves. The law is as truly within 
them as without them; but it is also as truly without them 


monly known as Necessarians or Determinists. On the other hand, 
those who insist on liberty to such an extent as to deny all law or 
determination in human conduct, are called Libertarians or Indeter- 
minists. It is now generally recognized that these two schools of 
writers simply represent opposite sides of the same truth, and that the 
idea of self-determination combines the two sides. 

1 Carlyle, I think, says this ; I do not remember where. 
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as within them. It is, as we say, a “law of nature” generally, 
and does not belong to any one thing in particular. There 
is no centre to which the movement can strictly be referred. 
In the case of an animal it is different. Here there zs a 
self, there is a centre of reference—vzz. the consciousness 
of the animal itself, It is from that point that the move- 
ment proceeds, and we say therefore that it is spontaneous. 
§ 5. Human Liperty.—Yet a mere animal has not a self 
in the full sense of the term. Its self is simply the feeling 
of the moment. It has not a definite universe of reference. 
A man’s self, on the other hand, is the universe in which 
he habitually lives. For this reason, a man is free in a 
sense in which an animal is not free. If an animal could 
be supposed to think and speak, it could not refer its actions 
to itself, but only to its impulse at this or that moment.? 
No doubt, there would be a certain continuity and _ pre- 
dictability in its impulses; yet at each moment they would 
have a certain independence, and would not refer to a 
common centre. This, of course, means simply that the 
animal does zof think, and consequently does not bring the 
moments of its consciousness to a unity. Man, on the 
other hand, lives within the universe of his character. In 
so far as his momentary impulses do not reflect and reveal 
that character, he does not regard them as, strictly speaking, 
his own. His acts are his own only when he zs himself in 
doing them—z.e. when they flow from the centre of his 
habitual universe. He has thus a centre of action which 
has a certain relative permanence; and for this reason his 


1 Cf Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, pp. 158-9. ‘An animal which 
does not have the power of proposing ends to itself is impelled to action 
by its wants and appetites just as they come into consciousness. It is 
irritated into acting.” See also Gizycki’s Zntroduction to the Study of 
Ethics, chap. Vi. 
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acts are free in a sense in which the movements of a mere 
animal, though spontaneous, are not free.! 

§ 6. THE HicHEest FreEDoM.—We see, then, that there 
are higher and lower senses of freedom. Even a stone 
is not simply determined from without. An animal has 
spontaneity. But man has freedom in a higher sense than 
either of these. This fact naturally suggests the inquiry 
whether the ordinary freedom of a man is freedom in the 
highest sense, or whether there is the possibility of a freedom 
of a still higher kind. 

The answer seems clearly to be that there is a freedom 
of a still higher kind. This follows at once from the fact 
that there is a se/f of a still higher kind. We have already 
seen that the only true or ultimate self is the rational self. 
Consequently, the only true or ultimate freedom will be the 
freedom that consists in acting from this self as a centre. 
This is recognized even in ordinary language. The man 
who acts irrationally is said to be “ enslaved by his passions.” 
He is thus not thoroughly free. And indeed, as we have 
already observed,? there are times when a man feels that his 


1 Those writers who have insisted on determination, to the exclusion 
of freedom, have generally also denied the unity of the individual self 
or character. Thus Hume (who may be regarded as the founder of the 
determinist school in modern times) says (Z7eatise on Human Nature, 
Book I., Part IV., section vi.) : ‘* When I enter most intimately into 
what I call myself, I always stumble on some particular perception or 
other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure” ; 
and he consequently concludes that the self or personality is ‘‘ nothing 
but a bundle or collection of different perceptions, which succeed each 
other with an inconceivable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and 
movement,” Mill also accepted this view. Seehis Examznation of Sir 
W. Hamilton, chap, xii. For criticisms of it, see Green’s edition of 
Hume, vol. i., Introd., § 342, and Dr. Ward's article on ‘‘ Psychology ” 
in the Encyclopedia Britannica, p. 39. Cf. also the remark on Simmel, 
above, p. 141, ote. 2 See above, pp. 136-7. 

M. E. M 
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irrational acts are not, strictly speaking, 27s own. His true 
self lies deeper. This seems to have been felt by the writer 
of the Pauline Epistles, when he referred his shortcomings 
not to himself, but to ‘‘sin that dwelleth in me.” Here he 
identifies himself with the higher or rational self. Yet in 
another passage he seems to identify himself rather with the 
lower self, when he says, ‘‘ It is no longer I that live, but Christ 
that liveth in me.” Here “I” refers to the lower self—the 
habitual character of the individual—while the higher or 
true self is referred to as “Christ,” living in him and 
gradually coming to complete realization. There are, in 
fact, we may say, three selves in every man. ‘There is the 
self that is revealed in occasional impulses which we cannot 
quite subdue, the “sin” that, after all, dwelleth in us. On 
the other hand, there is the permanent character, the uni- 
verse in which we habitually live! And finally there is 
the true or rational self, in which alone we feel that we can 
rest with satisfaction—the “Christ” that liveth in us, and in 
whom we hope more and more to abide. And, as it is said 
again, “his service is perfect freedom.’ There is no other 
perfect freedom. The only ultimate self is the rational self; 
and the only ultimate freedom is the freedom that we have 
when we are rational. 

§ 7. Vicz INVoLUNTARY.—From this point of view, we 
can understand what Socrates meant when he said that vice 
is involuntary. Socrates held, as we have already observed, 
that virtue is a kind of knowledge or insight. In as far as 
we clearly know what is right we necessarily do it. When 

1 Even this may not be quite simple, ‘‘ Zwei Seelen wohnen, ach! 
in dieser Brust,” said Faust (‘* Two souls, alas! live in this breast of 
mine”); and the same could, in some degree, be said by most men. 
*‘T am double,” said Renan; ‘‘sometimes one part of myself laughs, 


while the other cries.” In cases of madness, the two selves often 
become very distinctly separated. 
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we act wrongly, therefore, our action is involuntary. We 
do so because we know no better; for “no one is willingly 
deprived of the good.” Against this it is commonly urged 
that we often know what is right and yet do what is wrong; 
and the saying is quoted, video meliora probogue, deteriora 
sequor. But it is evident that Socrates was right. Vice zs 
involuntary. When we act wrongly, we do not clearly know 
what is right. For to know clearly what is right would be 
to see it in its true relations to the world of fact. And we 
could see it in this way only if we were living within the 
universe of perfect reason. And if we were living in this 
universe, our desires would present themselves to us in the 
order of force which belongs to the rational universe. Our 
will would consequently choose what seems best within 
the universe of right reason—z. e. we should act rightly. 
It follows that when we act wrongly we do not clearly 
know what is right. Vice is, therefore, in this sense,} 
involuntary. 

§ 8. DEVELOPMENT TOWARDS FREEDOM.—It follows from 
what has now been said that we ought not to say that we 
are free, but rather that we are developing towards freedom. 
We shall be perfectly free only when we are perfectly 
rational; and that will be—when? 

But is not this, it may be asked, destructive of the moral 
life? What becomes of Kant’s ‘“ You ought, therefore you 
can”? May we not invert it, and say, ‘ We cannot, there- 
fore we need not”? Our utmost efforts will never raise us 

1 Observe that this does not mean that a vicious act is not qw7/ed— 
z.e. accepted by the agent as a concrete object to be aimed at. It is 
willed by the agent, and in this sense is voluntary. But when the agent 
wills it, he is not, in the highest meaning of the term, free. It is only 
in this latter sense that his action may be said to be involuntary. The 


saying of Socrates is, consequently, rightly enough regarded as a 
paradox ; but it is a paradox that contains an important truth. 
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to a perfect life ; “for virtue cannot so inoculate our old 
stock but we shall relish of it.” May we not say, then, that 
we ought not to be perfect? The answer is—We may if we 
like; but if we do, we sink from the moral point of view. 
We sink, in fact, from the Auman point of view. For as 
human beings we are bound to identify ourselves with the 
rational self. I cannot say to myself, ‘‘I am the man who 
thinks that two and two make five, who prefers push-pin to 
poetry, and would serve Mammon rather than God.” Per- 
haps this is true; but I dare not accept it as the truth. I 
am bound to say rather, “I am the man who owg/¢ to think 
that two and two make four, to prefer poetry to push-pin, 
and God to Mammon.” I must, as a human being, take 
my stand on the rational self. I have not reached it— 
perhaps I can never reach it; but if I give up the struggle, 
I sink to the level of the beasts. A man is bound to regard 
his ideal self as his true self. He cannot take up a purely 
statical attitude. He who can say, ‘“‘I am that I am,” is 
either God or devil. A man must say, “I will be that I 
ought to be.” He may be foredoomed to failure, but he 
cannot surrender without ceasing to be man. He maybea 
poor creature, and he may be destined always to remain a 
poor creature. He cannot help it. But this at least he can 
do and must do. He must say—This poor creature is not 
“TJ”: that is “I” forward there! What I ought to be I 
must be and can be—or else let me perish in the attempt! 
For indeed if I cannot be it, the only reason is certainly 
that I do not realize with sufficient clearness that I ought 
to. If I saw with perfect clearness what I ought, I not 
only could but must and would do it. Thus there is no 
escape, after all, from Kant’s saying, *‘ You ought, therefore 
youcan.” You certainly can if you recognize with, sufficient 
clearness that you ought. So soon as a new ideal is clearly 
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presented to us, the universe of our present lives may be 
gradually readjusted to it. 

§ 9. Liserty or INDIFFERENCE.—Some writers, however, 
have not been satisfied with freedom in the sense that has 
now been explained, but have thought that the moral life 
requires a different sort of liberty. They have thought that, 
at any given moment in our lives, it must be possible for us 
to choose any one of a number of alternative lines of 
conduct, quite irrespectively of our characters. They have 
thought, in fact, that, for true freedom, it is necessary that 
we should be undetermined even by our characters. This 
kind of freedom is usually referred to as “ Liberty of In- 
difference.” But it seems clear that such liberty as this is 
not only absurd in itself,! but is actually contrary to the 
demands of the moral life? It amounts to this—that we 


1 Cf. Bradley’s Lthical Studies, p. 52. ‘‘ We all want freedom. Well 
then, what is freedom? ‘It means not being made todo or be anything. 
‘‘ Free” means ‘‘free from.”’ And are we to be quite free? ‘ Yes, 
if freedom is good, we cannot have too much of it.’ Then, if ‘free’ = 
‘free from,’ to be quite free is to be free from everything—free from 
other men, free from law, from morality, from thought, from sense, from 
—lIs there anything we are mot to be freefrom? To be free from every- 
thing is to be—nothing. Only nothing is quite free, and freedom is 
abstract nothingness. If in death we cease to be anything, then there 
first we are free, because there first we are—not.” Mr. Bradley is, of 
course, here referring to freedom in the sense of Liberty of Indifference. 
It may seem a harsh judgment to pass on a theory which has been 
supported by many able writers, that it is ‘absurd in itself.” But in 
fact most even of those who support it, are ready to admit that it is 
contrary to reason. They generally hold, with Dr. Johnson, that ‘‘all 
reasoning is against free will, all experience for it.” But surely 
experience is not for Liberty of Indifference. It is only for self- 
determination ; and against this there are no arguments, 

2 A complete discussion of this difficult question would evidently carry 
us far beyond the limits of such a handbook as the present. I have 
touched upon it here only so far as seemed necessary to bring out its 
bearing upon Ethics. For fuller discussion the reader may be referred 
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are to be free not only from external circumstances, but 
JSrom ourselves. Weare not to be determined even by our 
characters—z. e. not even by ourselves. But if we are not 
to be determined by ourselves, by what are we to be deter- 
mined? By some caprice of the moment? By some 
accidental impulse? Or by nothing atall? If an act does 
not issue from ourselves, it is not our act at all. We can- 
not hold ourselves responsible for it. Remorse! in such a 
case would be an absurdity. An act for which I feel 
myself responsible must be my own act—.e. it must issue 
from the universe of my character. ‘‘ Liberty of Indiffer- 
ence” thus appears to be both absurd in itself and contrary 
to the demands of morality.? 


to Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, Book IL, chap. i., Green’s Collected 
Works, pp. 308—333, Bradley’s Ethical Studies, Essay I., Sidgwick’s 
Methods of Ethics, Book I., chap. v., Caird’s Critical Philosophy of 
Kant, Book II., chap. iii., Martineau’s Study of Religion, Book III., 
chap, ii., Alexander’s Moral Order and Progress, pp. 336—-341, 
Gizycki’s Introduction to the Study of Ethics, chap. vi., Stephen’s 
Sctence of Ethics, pp. 278—293, and Seth’s -reedom as Ethical Postu- 
late. Cf. also Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, Part I., chap. iii., Muirhead’s 
Elements of Ethics, pp. 50—54, Lotze’s Practical Philosophy, chap. iii., 
and Calderwood’s Handbook of Moral Philosophy, Part I1., chaps. iii. 
and iv, The views of Green, Bradley, Caird, Alexander, Gizycki, 
Dewey, and Muirhead are in the main in agreement with that here 
stated, Lotze, Martineau, Calderwood, and Seth defend freedom, 
though generally rejecting Liberty of Indifference in its most extreme 
form. Sidgwick takes up a neutral position. Stephen is a Determinist, 
and does not fully recognize the fact of self-determination, ‘The same 
remark applies on the whole to the excellent discussion of Freedom in 
Simmel’s recent Einleitung in die Moralwissenschaft, Vol. I1., chap. vi. 

1 See below, pp. 256-7. 

? This point is admirably brought out in Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, 
pp. 161-2, It is remarkable that Cudworth, in his Zyeatise of Free 
Well, while asserting Liberty of Indifference, yet admits that it is not 
the highest kind of freedom, and does not attribute. it to God. See 
especially §§ xiv. and xvii. So also Giordano Bruno. Cf Simmel, 
106s (Cots Du TSA, 
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NOTE ON RESPONSIBILITY. 


In modern times the interest in the question of the Freedom of the 
Will has been stimulated mainly by the desire to have a clear view of 
human responsibility. The Medizevalconceptions of Heaven and Hell 
gave special force to this desire. God was thought of as a supreme 
Judge, standing outside the world, and apportioning infinite rewards 
and punishments in accordance with the lives which men had led, or, 
as some rather thought, in accordance with the beliefs which they had 
entertained. This doctrine presented serious difficulties. On the one 
hand, if Liberty of Indifference were asserted, if men were supposed to 
have the power of acting ‘‘ without motives,” of choosing a particular 
line of conduct without reference to their characters—z. ¢. to the universe 
of desires within which they have habitually lived—this appeared to be 
both unintelligible in itself and to involve too strong an assertion of the 
freedom of a merely created, finite, and dependent being. On the 
other hand, if man were held to be free only in the sense that he is self- 
determined, it appeared as if he could not be regarded as ultimately 
responsible for the building up of his own character, for the selection of 
the universe within which he was to live. This difficulty was felt as 
early as the time of St. Paul; and the only solution of it seems to lie in 
the acknowledgment that it isa mystery. Credo guia absurdum. 

A similar difficulty, however, comes up even at the present time with 
reference to the responsibility of the individual to society. How, it is 
asked, can any one be regarded as responsible for the formation of his 
own character, seeing that he is born with particular inherited aptitudes 
and tendencies, and that the whole development of his life is determined 
by the moral atmosphere in which he is placed? In a sense we choose 
our own universes; but the ‘‘we,” the self that chooses, is not an 
undetermined existence. We are ushered into the world with a certain 
predisposition to good or to evil in particular directions. Over this 
“original sin,” or original virtue, which lies in our disposition from the 
first, we have no control, It is ourselves ; it constitutes the particular 
nature which we inherit; and the directions in which it moves us depend 
on the circumstances in which we grow up. How, then, is society 
entitled to punish us for our offences? Even so firm an upholder of 
personal independence, and so stern an advocate of the punishment of 
crime, as Thomas Carlyle, admitted, and even insisted, that a man’s 


1 Cf below, chap. xiv., § 7. 
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character is an inheritance, and that the development of it is affected 
by bodily qualities. Thus, notwithstanding his strenuous insistence on 
the doctrine that every man is the shaper of his own destiny, we find 
him, in kis Essay on Sir Walter Scott, making this candid admission : 
‘¢ Disease, which is but superficial, and issues in outer lameness, does 
not cloud the young existence ; rather forwards it towards the expansion 
it is fitted for. The miserable disease had been one of the internal 
nobler parts, marring the general organization ; under which no Walter 
Scott could have been forwarded, or with all his other endowments 
could have been producible or possible.” What, then, becomes of 
responsibility? Have we not here a puzzle or antinomy as real as that 
with which the Medizeval Theology was perplexed ? 

But the answer to this has been already indicated.! If a man were 
a mere animal, the only reasonable course would be to take him as we 
find him. In that case, the only justification of punishment ? wouid be 
found in the hope of effecting, by means of it, some improvement in the 
disposition of him who is punished. But a man cannot regard himself 
as a mere animal, nor can a society of men regard its members as 
simply animals. They must be regarded as beings animated by an 
ideal, which they are bound to aim at realizing, and which they caz 
realize as soon as they become aware of the obligation. No man could 
regard it as an excuse for his evil conduct, that he is a mere brute 
beast, who knows no better. Nor could a society accept this as an 
excuse for any of its members. Whether a God, sitting outside as an 
external Judge, ought not to accept it as an excuse, is quite another 
question, with which we have here no concern. Our question is merely 
with regard to the way in which a man or a society of men must judge 
human conduct. And, from this point of view, it is quite sufficient to 
say that men must regard themselves and others as soldiers of the 
ideal ; that those who fail to struggle for it must be treated as deserters, 
and those who deny its authority as guilty of /ése mayesté against the 
dignity of human nature. There is no stone wall in the way of a 
man’s moral progress. There is only himself. And he cannot accept 
himself as a mere fact, but only as a fact ruled by an ideal. 

I cannot hope that such remarks as these will remove all difficulties 
from the mind of the student. The question, however, when pressed 
beyond a certain point, begins to be rather of metaphysical and 
theological than of strictly ethical importance. 


1 Above, p. 148. See below, chap xiv., § 6. 


CHAPTER IX. 
THE INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIETY. 


** And the eye cannot say unto the hand, I have no need of thee: nor 
again the head to the feet, I have no need of you.’”’—PAvL. 


§ 1. THE Socrat Se_r.—We have seen that the true self 
is the rational self. We have now to add that the true self 
is the social self. Up to this point we have spoken of the 
individual as if he were isolated and independent. But 
every individual belongs to a social system. An isolated 
individual is even inconceivable. Aristotle said truly that 
such a being must be “either a beast ora god.” ! Such a 
being could have no ideal self. He must either have real- 
ized his ideal like a god, or have no ideal to realize like a 
beast. For our ideal self finds its embodiment in the life 
of a society, and it is only in this way that it is kept before 
us. Not only so, but even the realization of our ideal 
seems to demand a society. For to have a_ perfectly 
rational self would involve that our universe should have a 
perfectly rational content. Now the only possible universe 
with a rational content seems to be a universe of rational 
beings. Hence we must go even beyond the saying of 
Aristotle, and say that even a God must be social. Evena 
God must have arational universe in relation to Himself, and 


1 Politics, I. ii. 14: ‘* He who is unable to live in society, or who has 
no need because he is sufficient for himself, must be either a beast or a 


god (i) Onpiov 7 Oedc).” 
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must consequently create a world of rational beings. But 
this is perhaps too profound a subject to be more than 
hinted at here. It is sufficient for our purpose to say that 
it is in relation to our fellow-men that we find our ideal life. 
“Where two or three are gathered together, there am I in 
the midst of them.”! The “I” or ideal self is not realized 
in any one individual, but finds its realization rather in the 
relations of persons to one another. It embodies itself in 
literature and art, in the laws of a state, in the counsels of 
perfection which societies gradually form for themselves. 

§ 2. Society a Unity.—Society, therefore, must be re- 
garded as a unity—in fact, as we shall see shortly, as an 
organic unity. The parts of it are necessary to each 
other, as the parts of an animal organism are ; and it is in 
all the parts in relation to one another, rather than in any 
one of them singly, that the true life is to be found. “We 
are members one of another.” The ideal life of one requires 
others to complement it, and it is by mutual help that the 
whole develops towards perfection. This we shall see more 
fully in the sequel.? 

§ 3. Ecoism anpD ALTRUISM.—This fact leads us to intro- 
duce a certain modification into the view of the moral life 
that has been presented up to the present point. We have 
spoken of the great end of the moral life as self-realization. 
But since an individual is a member of a social unity, his 


1 J do not mean to imply that this saying was originally intended to 
bear the sense here ascribed to it. But I think it has frequently been 
used by religious men to express that consciousness of unity, and of 
elevation into a higher universe, which arises when a number of men 
gather together in a common spirit and with a common aim for the 
advancement of their moral lives, Clifford’s ‘‘ tribal self’ contains a 
similar idea. 

? See sections 11 and 12 below, The present section is intended only 
as a preliminary statement. 
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supreme end will be not simply the perfecting of his own 
life, but also of the society to which he belongs. To a 
great extent the one end will indeed coincide with the other. 
Yet there appears to be a certain possibility of conflict. 
Now when we seek simply our own individual ends, this 
attitude is called Zgoism ; while the term Altruism is used 
to denote devotion to the ends of others. It is of great 
importance to consider the precise relation of these two 
attitudes to one another.! 

§ 4. Mr. SPENCER’s ConciLIATION.—A good deal of atten- 
tion has been given to this subject by Mr. Herbert Spencer,? 
and he has endeavoured to show how a conciliation may be 
effected between the two attitudes. He points out that 
either of them, if carried to an extreme, is self-destructive. 
If every one were to seek only his own ends, this would be 
a bad way of securing the ends even of any one individual. 
For each one stands frequently in need of help. On the 
other hand, if every one were to devote himself entirely to 
the good of others, this would be fatal to the good of others. 
For if each one neglected himself, he would deteriorate in 
his ability to help others. This point is worked out in a very 
interesting way by Mr. Spencer, and he comes to the con- 
clusion that what we should aim at is neither pure Egoism 
nor pure Altruism, but a compromise between them. He 
thinks also that the more completely society becomes 
developed, the more will the two ends tend to become 
identical, 

§ 5. SELF-REALIZATION THROUGH SELF-SACRIFICE.—The 
truth seems to be, however, that there is even less opposition 


1 For further remarks, see Appendix B, Note IV. 

2 Data of Ethics, chaps xi. and xiv. Cf. Stephen’s Sczence of Ethics, 
chap. vi., Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, pp. 70-1, and Muirhead’s 
Elements of Ethics, pp. 152—154. 
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between Egoism and Altruism than that which Mr. Spencer 
recognizes. We can realize the true self only by realizing 
social ends. In order to do this we must negate the 
merely individual self, which, as we have indicated, is not 
the true self. We must realize ourselves by sacrificing our- 
selves! The more fully we so realize ourselves, the more 
do we reach a universal point of view—z. e. a point of view 
from which our own private good is no more to us than the 
good of any one els2. No doubt it must always be neces- 
sary for us to take more thought for our own individual 
development than for that of any one else ; because each 
one best understands his own individual needs, and has the 
best means of working out his own nature to its perfection. 
But when this is done from the point of view of the whole, 
it is no longer properly to be described as Egoism. It is 
self-realization, but it is self-realization for the sake of the 
whoie. In such self-realization the mere wishes and whims 
of the private self have been sacrificed, and we seek to 
develop ourselves in the same spirit and for the same ends 
as those in which and for which we seek to develop others. 
When we live in sucha spirit as this, the opposition between 
Egoism and Altruism ceases. We seek neither our own 
good simply nor the good of others simply, but the good 
both of ourselves and of others as members of a whole. 

§ 6. Ernics a Part or Poritics.—We must recognize, 
in short, that man is, as Aristotle expressed it, ‘‘a political 
animal,’’? and that Ethics cannot be satisfactorily treated 
except as a part of Politics—z.e. as a part of the study 
of Society—our duties and our virtues are at every point 
dependent on our relations to one another. This fact was 

1 Cf. Caird’s Hegel, pp. 210—218. 


2 “<Tlodurixdy Swov”’ (Politics, I. ii. 9). Cf above, chap. ii., § 6, and 
below, § 8. 
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more clearly recognized by some of the ancient Greek 
thinkers than it has been by many in modern times—for, 
in modern times, partly on account of the influence of 
Christianity,! we have come to think more of the indepen- 
dence of the individual. It may be well, therefore, to 
glance for a moment at the way in which Ethics was 
regarded by Plato and Aristotle. 

§ 7. Praro’s View oF ErTuics.—Plato was so strongly 
impressed with the social nature of man, and with the 
necessity of studying his life in relation to society, that, in 
his study of Ethics, instead of inquiring into the character- 
istics of a virtuous life in an individual, he endeavoured 
first to determine the characteristics of a good state. 
Having found what these are, he considered that it would 
be perfectly easy to infer what are the characteristics of a 
good man. Accordingly, the great ethical treatise of Plato 
is the Republic, in which he gives a sketch of an ideal state. 
It seemed to him—in accordance with a classification that 
was current among the Greeks—that there were four great 
virtues required for the existence of an ideal state, vz. 
wisdom, courage, temperance, and justice; and he thought 
that by observing exactly the significance of these virtues in 
the ideal state, he was able to see also what their exact 
significance must be in the life of the individual.? 

§ 8. ARISTOTLE’S ViEW oF Etuics.—Aristotle was not less 
convinced than Plato of the essentially social nature of man. 


1 Partly also, no doubt, because our wider international relationships 
have made it impossible for us to regard any one social system as a 
complete and exclusive unity in itself. 

2 For a fuller account of Plato’s Ethics, see Sidgwick’s Aistory of 
Ethics, pp. 35—51. Plato’s Republic is a book of such interest and 
importance that every student ought to find some opportunity of reading 
it. It has been admirably translated both by Jowett and by Davies and 
Vaughan. See also below, chap, xii., § 6, 
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He began his great treatise on Ethics—perhaps the greatest 
that has ever been written—with a statement to the effect 
that Ethics is a part of Politics;1 and the greater part of 
his treatise is occupied with an investigation of the virtues 
that are required in a good citizen of a state such as he 
found in Greece, and especially in Athens. He did indeed 
think that there was a kind of life, what he called the con- 
templative or speculative life (what we might call the life of 
science, or the life of the student), which was essentially 
higher than the life of political activity ; but he considered 
that even this higher life must be built up on a basis of 
civic virtue.? 

§ 9. CosmMovoLiTisM.—The best Ethics of the Greeks, 
then, was based on the conception of the State, as the sphere 
within which the life of the individual is to be realized. It 
was only after the best days of the Greek state were over, 
when everything was beginning to be crushed under the iron 
heel of Rome,’ that the Stoics began to speak of a zodtreia 
tov Koopou, and to think of the virtuous man (or “ the wise 
man,” as they called him) as one who is bound by no 
particular social ties, but lives an independent life of his 
own. Even the Stoics, however, recognized that the good 
man is a citizen; but they said that he ought to be “a 
citizen of the world,” not of any particular community. In 
this way his social relations were made so vague that it 

1 Tn the wide sense in which the term Politics was used by the Greeks, 
Perhaps in modern times we should rather say that Ethics is a part of 
Social Philosophy. I have discussed this point in my Jntroduction to 
Social Philosophy, p. 48. On the relation between Ethics and Politics 
the student may profitably consult Sidgwick’s AVethods of Ethics, Book 
I., chap. ii. See also Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, Book I., chap. iii., 
S13, 

; 2 See Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 51—70. 

3 See Caird’s Hegel, pp. 204207, Zeller’s Stoics, Epicureans, and 

Sceplics, pp. 15-16, and Wallace’s Epicureanism, chap. is 
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almost seemed as if they might be altogether ignored, 
There was a great elevation in much of the teaching of the 
Stoics; but its want of any definite recognition of social 
relationships made it cold and hard, and somewhat desti- 
tute of content. And often it was inflated with a certain 
false pride in the independence of the individual. 

§ 10. Curist1an Eruics.—Christianity may be said to have 
gone to some extent in the same direction as Stoicism.! It 
also was essentially cosmopolitan, and it also tended to insist 
on the independent life of the individual.2 Each one must 
“work out his own salvation,” and must even forsake father 
and mother, and all other social relationships, in order to 
follow after the ideal life. Christianity represented the ideai 
life also as an imitation of a divine personality. Still, this 
was only one aspect of Christianity. It was no less emphatic 
in its insistence on the doctrine that we are ‘‘members one 
of another,” and that in order to attain perfection we must 
recognize our essential unity both with each other and with 
God. The fact, however, that Christianity had to make its 
way in an adverse world rendered it necessary at first to 
insist somewhat strongly on the need of isolation. Its 
followers had to recognize that they were “not of the 
world,” in order that they might keep their ideals pure. 
But after Christianity had to a great extent conquered the 
world, the other side—the social side—began to come out ; 
and it is perhaps on that side now that its significance is 
greatest. Whether we look, therefore, to ancient or to 
modern systems of morals, it is not difficult to see that the 


1 Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 114-117. 

2 Christianity insisted on the dignity of man as man more strongly 
than even Stoicism had done. Stoicism proclaimed the dignity only of 
the wise man or philosopher ; whereas Christianity was preached to 
“‘publicans and sinners.” 
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recognition of the essentially social nature of man plays a 
prominent part in all that is best in them. This being the 
case, it will be well now to abandon the view of the mere 
individual life as that which is to be perfected, and to 
consider rather what is involved in the perfection of society. 

§ 11. THe Socrat UNIVERSE.—We must, however, first 
bring this point of view into relation to what has been 
already said with respect to the universes in which men 
habitually live. The life of every man, except an absolute 
madman, constitutes a more or less consistent whole. His 
actions fall within a more or less ordered scheme or plan. 
This whole, this plan, this totality of ends which a man 
pursues, we have agreed to describe as the universe within 
which he lives. Now this universe is always of a social 
character. Even the most original and even the most 
misanthropic of men cannot escape from the influence of 
the social environment by which they are formed. They 
inevitably imbibe something of what has been called “the 
ethos of their people,” } the moral point of view adopted by 
the race or nation or body of men among whom, or under 
the influence of whom, their lives are spent. This moral 
atmosphere in which they pass their lives supplies the main 
part of that universe within which their desires find scope. 
So much is this the case that a man always, except when in 
some abnormal state of mind, thinks of himself, not as an 
isolated personality, but as a member of some body. This 
fact is emphasized even by a writer in some respects so 
individualistic as Mill.2 ‘The social state,” he says,? “is 

1 See below, p. 213. ; 

2 This element in Mill’s teaching is due, as he partly acknowledges 
two pages later, to the study of Comte. Cf his Autobiography, chap. 
iv. Mill seems never to have made any serious effort to reconcile the 


elements which he derived from Comte with the general tenor of his 
philosophy. 3 Utilitarianism, chap. iii., pp. 46-7. 
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at once so natural, so necessary, and so habitual to man, 
that, except in some unusual circumstances or by an effort 
of voluntary abstraction, he never conceives himself other- 
wise than as a member of a body; and this association is 
riveted more and more, as mankind are further removed 
from the state of savage independence. Any condition, there- 
fore, which is essential to a state of society, becomes more and 
more an inseparable part of every person’s conception of the 
state of things which he is born into, and which is the 
destiny of a human being.” For this reason, when we con- 
sider any large society of human beings, bound together by 
a common language, a common law, a common religion, a 
common interest, we may say in a broad sense that they all 
live habitually within the same universe. They will all be 
distinguished no doubt by individual peculiarities ; some of 
them will be more and some less affected by the common 
ties ; and even from year to year and from day to day the 
universe of each will be liable to considerable variations. 
Still, speaking broadly, what the Germans call the Sz¢ten, 
z. e. the moral habitudes of a man’s time and place, tend to 
overshadow the peculiarities of his individual nature, and 
to have a strong determining influence on his view of life 
and on his conception of his own vocation. The necessity 
of making himself intelligible to those around lim, the 
immense advantage of understanding them, and the need 
of constantly co-operating with them, would of themselves 
be sufficient to bring about a certain homogeneity among 
the members of acommunity. And when we add to this 
the influences of heredity and education, the force is over- 
whelming. 

§ 12. Society AN OrcANISM.—These considerations may 
partly enable us to understand an idea which has become 
prevalent in recent times among writers of very diverse 

M. E. N 
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schools—the idea, namely, that a society of human beings 
is, as we have already indicated, to be regarded as an organic 
unity. The meaning of this is, broadly speaking, that just 
as we recognize a common life animating all the members 
of which a living body is composed, so we must acknowledge 
a similar unity among the members of a human society. 
This idea has sometimes been presented in the form of an 
analogy ; z. e. an attempt is made to draw parallels between 
the structures of human societies and the constitutions of 
animal or vegetable bodies.! Such analogies are no doubt 
occasionally suggestive ; but on the whole they supply more 
scope for ingenuity than for insight. The essential point 
seems to be that a human personality is never an isolated 
phenomenon. It is even inconceivable apart from certain 
relations to other personalities. The positive content of a 
man’s moral life depends on these relationships: apart from 
them it would stagnate and die, very much as a limb dies 
when it is cut off from its organic connection with the body 
of which it forms a part. The whole of a man’s moral life, 
all its purposes, all its meaning and value, receive their tone 
and colour from the ideals, the institutions, the moral habits, 
among which his life develops. This being so, it is important, 
in dealing with the moral life, not merely to consider the life 
of an individual man, but to have regard to the unity within 
which the main part of his life falls.2, That, in spite of this 


1 This has been done, for instance, by Mr. Herbert Spencer in his 
Principles of Sociology, vol. i., part ii. ; and, in a still more elaborate 
form, by a German writer, Schiaffle, in his Bau und Leben des socialen 
Korpers. Mr. Leslie Stephen (Sezence of Ethics, p. 126) thinks it 
preferable to speak of “‘social tissue” rather than of a ‘social 
organism,” because there is no one abiding unity in which individuals 
are combined, as the parts are combined in an animal organism. % 

2 On the organic nature of society, the student may be referred to 
Bradley's Ethical Studies, pp. 145—158, the Essay on ‘‘ The Social 
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unity, the individual has yet in a sense a private life of his 
own, is a point that we shall have to consider at a later 
stage. 

§ 18. RELATION OF CONSCIENCE TO THE SociAL UNITY. 
The importance of the social environment in the formation 
of what is commonly known as Conscience, has been noticed 
by a number of recent writers. This is emphasized, for 
instance, by Mill! in his treatment of the moral sanctions.? 
Without endorsing all that has been said on this subject 
by him and others, it may at least be convenient to sum 
up at this point what has to be said on the nature of 
Conscience, and to indicate its relations to our social 
universe. _ 

It has been pointed out already that there is a certain 
ambiguity—indeed a twofold ambiguity—in the use of the 
term ‘‘ Conscience.” ? It is sometimes used to express the 


Organism” by Prof. H. Jones in Zssays tn Philosophical Criticism, 
and Muirhead’s Zlements of Ethics, pp. 155—162. I have expressed 
my own view on this subject at greater length in my Jwtroduction to 
Social Philosophy, chap. iii. The student of the present handbook 
will probably understand this conception better after reading some of 
the following chapters—especially chaps. xii. and xv. 

1 Utilitarianism, chap. iii. Cf also Bradley’s 2thzcal Studies, p. 
180, Stephen’s Scéence of Ethics, chap. viii., Clifford’s Lectures and 
Essays (‘ On the Scientific Basis of Ethics”), and Dr. Starcke’s article 
on ‘* The Conscience” in the /zternational Journal of Ethics, vol. i1., 
No. 3 (April, 1892), pp. 342—372. Hegel, in his Rechtsphilosophie, 
was, I think, the first writer who clearly brought out the social bearing 
of Conscience. Much of what Hegel says on this point will be found 
reproduced, in an excellent form, in Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, pp. 
182—199. 

2 On the meaning of the moral sanctions, see the Note at the end 
of chap. xiv. 

3? From Latin comscire, to be conscious of wrong. The Greek 
cuveidnotc, the German Gewrssen, and the Old English zzwet, are 
similar in meaning. _ On ambiguity, see above, p. 54. 
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fundamental principles on which the moral judgment rests : 
at other times it expresses the principles adopted by a 
particular individual : at other times it means ‘a particular 
kind of pleasure and pain felt in perceiving our own con- 
formity or non-conformity to principle.”! The last seems 
to me to be the most correct acceptation of the term, except 
that I should prefer to say simply that it is a feeling of pain 
accompanying and resulting from our non-conformity to 
principle.2 This sense of the term is evidently closely con- 
nected with the second sense ; for the principles in connec- 
tion with which an individual feels pain are of course the 
principles recognized by him. Nevertheless, the first sense 
also is not entirely excluded: for even if an individual is 
not clearly conscious of the deeper principles of reason on 
which the final moral judgment depends, he will yet often 
feel a vague uneasiness when he goes against them. It is 
difficult to believe, for instance, that St. Paul’s conscience 
was entirely at rest in the midst of his persecuting zeal, even 
if he did think that he was “ doing God service.” However, 

1 Starcke, Joc. cet., p. 348. 

2 The element of mystery so often thought to attach to Conscience 
is, I think, largely due to the fact that it is often not accompanied by 
any direct perception of ‘* conformity or non-conformity to principle.” 
A man has often simply an uneasy feeling of having gone wrong, with- 
out being able to say precisely what principle he has violated. Further, 
I am doubtful whether it is correct to speak of a pleasure of Conscience. 
Conformity to moral principle is the normal state; and this may be 
regarded as the neutral point. Any violation of principle, on the other 
hand, brings pain. The performance of duty leaves a man still in the 
position of an “unprofitable servant.” ‘* Spiritual pride,” of course, 
is accompanied by a certain pleasure ; but should this be described as a 
pleasure of Conscience? I think Carlyle was right on this point : ‘*To 
say that we have a clear conscience is to utter a solecism; had we 
never sinned, we should have had no conscience.” See his Essay on 
‘“Characteristics.” Conscience seems to me to be simply a pain accom- 
panying the violation of moral principles. Cf Appendix B, Note V. 
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in general no doubt the pain of Conscience accompanies 
only the violation of clearly recognized duty. 

Now we have seen that the principles of duty which an 
individual recognizes are largely determined by the social 
universe which he inhabits. Hence his conscience also 
must be largely determined by this.1 A man’s conscience, 
we may say broadly, attaches itself to that system of things 
which he regards as highest. There is, indeed, a certain 
feeling of pain, analogous to that of Conscience, in con- 
nection with every universe in which a man lives, whether 
he regards it as the highest or not. ‘Thus, there is a feeling 
of pain or shame? accompanying the violation of rules of 
etiquette or good taste, or even accompanying the con- 
sciousness of any physical defect or awkwardness, even if 
we are aware, not only that the universe within which these 
things lie is not of supreme importance, but even that it 
does not lie within the power of our will to avoid such 
deficiencies. Such a feeling might be called a guasz- 
Conscience.2 On reflection we perceive either that we are 


1 Hence Clifford’s idea of a ‘‘ tribal self” —a self which belongs to a 
man’s tribe or society, and to which his mere individual self is sub- 
ordinate. Clifford says that a man’s conscience is ‘‘the voice of his 
tribal self.” The pain of his conscience is equivalent to his saying to 
himself, ‘‘ In the name of my tribe, I hate myself for this treason which 
I have done.” For the passage containing this statement, and some 
interesting remarks upon it, see Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, pp. 
147-8. 

2 The Greek word atdwe, usually translated ‘‘shame,” seems to be 
very nearly equivalent to what we understand by Conscience, at least 
in one of its aspects. Cf Stephen’s Sctence of Ethics, p. 321, and 
Caird’s Critical Philosophy of Kant, vol, ii., pp. 285-6; also below, 
p. 197, note I. 

3 Anexcellent illustration of this is given by Mr. Muirhead (Llements 
of Ethics, p. 72) in an extract from Prof. Royce’s Religious Aspect of 
Philosophy (pp. 53-4): ‘‘You ride, using another man’s season ticket, 
or you tell a white lie, or speak an unkind word, and conscience, if a 
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not responsible for such shortcomings, or that they are not 
of serious moral importance ; but the feeling at the moment 
is scarcely distinguishable from that of Conscience proper. 
Sometimes such a feeling may even conflict with Conscience. 
Thus, the performance of duty may involve a violation of 
etiquette ; so that, in whichever way we act, we are bound 
to have the pain either of Conscience or of gwast-Conscience. 
Again, Conscience sometimes attaches itself to a universe 
which has been transcended. When we have recently passed 
from one universe to another, Conscience will generally 
be found to have lagged a little behind, and to attach 
itself to the older universe rather than to the newer one. 
“Feeling,” as Mr. Muirhead says,! ‘is the conservative 
element in human life.” It does not attach itself to a new 
universe, until we have thoroughly lived into it and made 
ourselves at home in it; nor does it sever itself from an old 
universe, until we have thoroughly broken off our connection 
with it. Hence a man will often feel a pain of Conscience, 
or guast-Conscience, in doing an action which his reason 
has taught him to regard as perfectly allowable ? or even as 
a positive duty; while, on the other hand, he will often 


little used to such things, never winces. But you bow to the wrong 
man in the street, or you mispronounce a word, or you tip over a glass 
of water, and then you agonize about your shortcoming all day long; 
yes, from time to time for weeks. Such an impartial judge is the 
feeling of what you ought to have done.” For similar illustrations, see 
Stephen’s Science of Ethics, p. 323, and Spencer’s Principles of Ethics, 
Pp. 337- 

1 Elements of Ethics, p. 74. Cf. the saying of Mr. Jacobs, quoted 
by Miss Wedgwood (Zhe Moral Ideal, p. 233), ‘The thoughts of one 
generation form the feelings of its successor.” 

2 “The contradiction between reason and feeling which some of us 
will recollect, when first we permitted ourselves to take a row or 
attend a concert on Sunday, is a good example from contemporary 
life” (Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, p. 74). 
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be able to violate a recently discovered obligation without 
feeling any pain.! In general, however, the pains of Con- 
science attend any inconsistency with the principles which 
we recognize as highest; and these, in general, are the 
principles recognized as binding within the social universe 
in which we habitually live.? 

With these remarks, we may pass on to the consideration 
of social ethics—z. e. to the consideration of the moral order 
within which the life of the individual is spent, and of the 
relation of the individual: life to that moral order. In 
passing to this subject, we are making a transition from 
the discussion of pure ethical theory to the treatment of 
the concrete moral life to which ethical theory has to be 
applied. We are passing, in short, from Pure Ethics to 
Applied Ethies—so far at least as it is possible to draw 
any clear distinction between these.® 


1 Hence, partly, the frequency of ‘‘ back-sliding” in converts to new 
principles. Conscience does not respond to their shortcomings with 
sufficient readiness. It may be noted here also that it is often possible 
to stifle Conscience by transferring ourselves from one universe to an- 
other. Thus, a man may perform, under the influence of fanatical zeal, 
acts of cruelty from which, in his normal state, he would shrink in 
horror. He stifles Conscience by escaping from the universe in which 
such acts are condemned into one in which they are rather approved. 
A good illustration of this is given by Macaulay in his account of the 
state of mind of the Master of Stair in sanctioning the massacre of 
Glencoe (History of England, chap. xviii.). 

2 For general discussion of the subject of Conscience, see Porter’s 
Elements of Moral Science, Part I., chap. xvi, Dewey’s Outlines of 
Ethics, pp. 182—206, and Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, pp. 70—78 
and 220—224. 

3 Students who are acquainted with Aristotle’s Z¢hics may be helped 
to see the bearing of this chapter by the remark that the main gist of it 
is simply that a man’s social universe supplies him with the major 
premisses of his ‘‘ practical syllogisms.” 
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NoTE ON TyprEs OF ETHICAL THEORY. 


It may be convenient at this point to sum up what has been stated 
with regard to the various schools of ethical thought. Broadly speaking, 
there have been two main currents in the history of Ethics. At nearly 
every period in the history of ethical speculation there has beena school 
which, in some form or other, represented pleasure as the supreme end, 
and another school which, in some form or other, found the supreme 
end in obedience to reason—or, at any rate,to law. The former school 
begins with the Cyrenaics, and proceeds through the Epicureans down 
to Hobbes, Hume, and the modern Utilitarians. The latter begins 
with the Cynics and Stoics, and finds its modern representatives in 
such writers as Clarke, Butler, Price, and, above all, Kant. But, 
along with these one-sided schools, the view of life as an organic unity 
has seldom been altogether without a witness. Nearly all the greatest 
philosophers—-especially Plato, Aristotle, and Hegel—have, in some 
form, held this doctrine; and it is this doctrine that has been made 
prominent in modern times by the evolutionist school. 

On the whole, then, we may say that there are three great ethical 
systems, which may be roughly characterized as the Intuitional, the 
Hedonistic, and the Evolutionary. Of each of these, again, we may 
say that there are two main varieties. Intuitional Ethics may be of 
the Common Sense variety or of the Rational variety. Hedonism may 
be Egoistic or Universalistic. Evolutionary Ethics may be Materialistic 
(explanation by means of the beginning) or Idealistic (explanation by 
means of the end). Now these various points of view ought not in 
reality to be regarded as competing systems, but rather as more or less 
adequate aspects of the truth—Idealistic Ethics, when rightly under- 
stood, including all the others. From the point of view that we have 
now reached, we may to a considerable extent appreciate the merits of 
each. 

Common Sense Ethics has grasped a certain aspect of the truth. The 
laws of morals are commands which are intuitively presented to us, 
when we occupy the right attitude. They are the voice of the true 
self; and this voice is heard whenever we live within the universe of 
rational insight. The laws, indeed, which this voice gives forth, are 
rational principles ; and consequently we ought to advance from Com- 
mon Sense Intuitionism to Rational Intuitionism (like that of Kant). 
But since we are never able to occupy completely the rational point of 
view, the laws of morals are never quite intelligible to us, but appear 
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partly as intuitive principles that cannot be explained. In this way, 
Intuitionism, both of the Common Sense and of the Rational variety, 
may be justified. At the same time, they are justified not as independent 
systems of morals, but only as aspects in the point of view of Idealistic 
Evolution. 

Egoistic Hedonism has also grasped a certain aspect of the truth. 
The universe within which we ought to live is that which gives us an 
abiding satisfaction ; and this satisfaction is accompanied with a feeling 
of perfect enjoyment. It errs, however, in asserting that all enjoyments 
may be placed side by side and quantitatively compared. It errs also 
in taking account only of the enjoyment of the individual; for the 
universe in which we find an abiding satisfaction is a universe in which 
all men must share together. Hence we must advance from Egoistic 
to Universalistic Hedonism. But this also errs in representing the 
pleasures of different individuals as quantitatively measurable against 
one another. 

Finally, Materialistic Evolutionism has grasped a certain aspect of 
the truth. For there isa development from the lowest forms of the 
moral life to the highest; and even by examining the lowest, if we 
examine them with sufficient care, we may discover the nature of the 
highest. It is easier, however, and more natural to investigate the 
nature of the moral life in its highest forms rather than in its lowest: 
for it is in the highest forms that the ideal, by which we are guided 
throughout the whole development of the moral life, appears most 
clearly. 

Thus all the Ethical Systems are seen to contain certain elements 
of the truth; and their full significance is brought out when they 
are regarded as aspects of the complete system of Evolutionary 
Idealism. 

Of course, in what is here stated, reference is made only to the main 
lines of ethical speculation. There have been many subordinate 
currents. Some may think, for instance, that the theory of Adam 
Smith? deserves some notice. Adam Smith attempted to explain all 
moral principles by the operation of the force of sympathy. By sym- 
pathy we are able to put ourselves in the place of others to a certain 
extent ; and we approve of their acts and feelings so far as we are able 
to sympathize with them. On the other hand, we approve of our own 
acts and feelings so far as we are persuaded that an ‘impartial 
spectator ”’ would be able to sympathize with them. The sympathies 


1 Expounded in his Theory of Moral Sentiments. Cf. Sidgwick’s 
History of Ethics, pp. 213—218. 
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of the impartial spectator or typical man? are thus taken as the basis 
of moral judgment. This theory is highly interesting, and may be 
regarded as an anticipation of much that is said by modern evolutionist 
writers. It is, moreover, set forth by its author in that graceful and 
attractive style which was comparatively common in the last century, 
but which seems now to be almost a lost art in philosophic exposition. 
But, like the modern evolutionist theory, it is only an account of the 
way in which our sentiments of approval and disapproval grow up ; 
and even as an account of this it must be regarded as one-sided.” It 
fails of being anything more, inasmuch as it contains no explanation of 
the principles by which the sympathies of the impartial spectator are 
determined.® 


1 The place of the ‘‘ impartial spectator” in Adam Smith’s theory 
may be compared with that of the ‘‘typical man” in the theories of 
such modern evolutionist writers as Mr. Leslie Stephen and Mr. Georg 
Simmel. 

* Some have thought that this one-sidedness was intentional on 
Adam Smith’s part. Just asin Zhe Wealth of Nations he confined his 
attention to the selfish side of human nature, so it has been held that 
in the Zheory of Moral Sentiments he limited himself to the sympathetic 
side. See Buckle’s History of Civilization, vol. iii., p. 305 sgg. This 
view, however, appears to be erroneous. Cf. Hasbach’s Die allgemeinen 
philosophischen Grundlagen der von Francois Quesnay und Adam Smith 
begrindeten politisshen Ockonomie, pp. 106-7 ; also Zeyss’s Adam Smith 
und die Eigennutz, The one-sidedness of the Zheory of Moral Senti- 
ments does not lie in the omission of self-interest, but in the absence of 
any conception of the unity of society, as distinguished from the interests 
and sympathies of its individual units. See also Stephen’s Zxelish 
Thought in the Eighteenth Century, vol. ii., p. 320 sgg., and Bonar’s 
Philosophy and Political Economy, p. 163 sqq. 

3 «*This sympathy,” as Prof. Sidgwick says (oc. cit., p. 205), 
“‘Adam Smith treats as an original fact of human nature, due to a 
spontaneous play of imagination.” Hence Mr. Muirhead seems to be 
partly justified in classing Adam Smith among the Moral Sense writers 
(Elements of Ethics, p. 237), in spite of the fact that he expressly re- 
pudiates (Theory of Moral Sentiments, Part III., sect. ii., and Part Vi., 
sect. ili.,, chap. iii.) the idea of a Moral Sense. 
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CHAPTER X. 
MORAL ORDER. 


‘* There is no other genuine enthusiasm for humanity than one which 
has travelled the common highway of reason—the life of the good 
neighbour and the honest citizen.” —GREEN. 


§1. THE SociaL IMPERATIVE.—We have seen to some 
extent what the nature of the “ought” is. It is, as we may 
say, the law imposed by our ideal self upon our actual self. 
Since, however, the ideal self is the rational self, and since 
the ‘rational self is not realized in isolation, but in a 
society of human beings, it follows that this “ought” is 
imposed on societies as well as on individuals. As Mr. 
Herbert Spencer says,! ‘“‘we must consider the ideal man as 
existing in the ideal social state”; and in considering such 
an ideal we pass a criticism not only on existing men, but 
on existing social states. Not only can we say that an 
individual ought to act in such and such a way, but we can 
also say that a society ought to have such and such. a con- 
stitution.2 In so far as an individual acts as he ought to 
act, we say that his conduct is right, and that he is a 
good, upright, or moral man. In so far as a society is con- 
stituted as it ought to be, we say that it is a well-ordered 


1 Data of Ethics, chap. xvi., § 106. 
2 It may be asked, On whom is this “ought” imposed? The answer 
is, on the society as a whole, and more particularly on its politicians 


and other public men. 
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society, and that its constitution is just. In each case we 
compare actually existing men or states with the ideal of a 
rational man and a rationally constituted state. The latter 
of these we must now briefly consider. 

§ 2. Justice.—‘ Blessed,” it is said, “are they that hunger 
and thirst after justice.” They have perhaps most often 
been crucified, beheaded, banished, or imprisoned ;? but 
their work endures. 

A just arrangement: of society may be briefly defined as 
one in which the ideal life of all its members is promoted 
as efficiently as possible. The constitution of a society 
is, therefore, unjust when large classes in it are so enslaved 
by others as to be unable to develop their own lives. 
It is unjust, for instance, when there is any class in it 
so poor, or so hard-worked, or so dependent on others, 
as to be unable to cultivate their faculties and make 


1 A complete discussion of this subject belongs rather to Politics or 
Social Philosophy than to Ethics. But it seems necessary to consider 
it here, in so far as it can be dealt with from a purely ethical point of 
view. Some of the points dealt with here are somewhat more fully 
discussed in my JLr/voduction to Soctal Philosophy, chaps. v. and vi. 
English writers on Ethics have, as a rule, not given much attention to 
the subjects referred to in this chapter. Reference may, however, be 
made to Stephen’s Sczence of Ethics, chap. ili., Porter's Elements of 
Moral Science, Part. II., chaps. xiii.—xvi., Rickaby’s Moral Philosophy, 
and Clark Murray’s /ztroduction to Ethics, Book II., Part II., chap. i. 
For fuller treatment the student must consult such works as those of 
Hoffding and Paulsen. Some of the points are also referred to by Prof, 
Gizycki, whose work has been adapted for the use of English readers 
by Dr. Stanton Coit. Hegel’s Phdlosophie des Rechts must, however, 
still be regarded as the model for the treatment of this whole subject. 

2 The Greek word dicaocdyn, translated ‘righteousness,’ may 
equally well be rendered by ‘‘justice.” 

3 «Die wenigen die was davon erkannt, 


Hat man von je gekreuzigt und verbrannt.”’— 
Goethe's Fausé, 
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progress towards the perfection of their nature.t It is 
unjust when the idle are protected and set in power, and 
the laborious are crushed down and degraded. 

To free soc’ety from such arrangements as these has 
been one of the chief efforts, perhaps the chief effort, of 
the wise and good in all ages; and there are certainly few 
things to which a student of Ethics should give more 
attention than the methods by which this may be done. 
The subject is, however, much too complicated for such an 
elementary treatise as this; and all that we can here do is 
to indicate some of the main points that have to be attended 
to in constructing a just order of society.? 

§ 3. Law anp Pusiic Opinion.—The first thing to be 
observed is that a just arrangement of society can be only 
to a certain extent ezforced. The saying has often been 
quoted— 

“* How small of all that human hearts endure 
That part which kings or laws can cause or cure!” 
And it is partly true, if it be taken to apply simply to that 
which can be directly and immediately accomplished by 
positive laws. Laws are inefficient when a people is by 
nature lawless; and when a people has become orderly or 
wise, laws may often be allowed to sink into abeyance. 
The conditions of life are continually changing, and positive 

1 In a just social state, every human being must be treated as an 
absolute end. It follows from this, however, that no one can be treated 
as the absolute end: otherwise every one else would be treated only as 
a means with reference to this one. Hence every one must be treated 
at once as means and as end. 

2 The accounts of Justice given by Plato and Aristotle (Republic and 
Ethics) have never been surpassed. For more modern discussions, the 
student may be referred to Mill’s Utdztartanism, chap. v., Sidgwick’s 
Methods of Ethics, Book III., chap. v., and Principles of Political 
Economy, Book III., chaps. vi. and vii., and Stephen’s Sczence of 
Ethics, chap. v., §§ 35—39. See the Note at the end of this chapter. 
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laws which were beneficial at one time begin gradually to 
have a pernicious effect. It is, consequently, in many 
departments of life of far more importance to try to 
develop good habits of action and of opinion in a people 
than to furnish it with hard and fast positive enactments. 
Nevertheless, the sphere of positive law is a great one. 
Public opinion grows very slowly, and there are always con- 
siderable bodies in a community who are unaffected by it, 
unless it takes the form of definite laws, with punishments 
attached. Sometimes, after such laws have fulfilled their 
purpose, it becomes desirable to repeal them. St. Paul 
said of the Jewish law that it was “a schoolmaster to lead 
men to Christ” ; meaning that as soon as men grasped the 
true meaning of the moral ideal they could dispense with 
the narrow injunctions of the law, which, nevertheless, were 
necessary aS a preparation. So it is with nearly all laws. 
They are too rigid and formal for human beings, as scon as 
they attain to true freedom; but they are necessary at first 
as a check upon licentiousness. What men do at first from 
fear, they learn by and by to do from habit, and afterwards 
from conscious will. Law comes first, then habit, then 
virtue.” 


1 This seems to express the element of truth in much of what is said~ 
by Mr. H. Spencer in his famous book, Zhe Man versus the State. 

2 Mr. Muirhead quotes with approbation (Elements of Ethics, 
Pp- 33-9) a story about Professor Rogers:—‘‘ A distinguished church- 
man is said to have remarked to the late Professor Thorold Rogers, 
‘We must have compulsory religion, because otherwise we shall have 
none at all,’ to which the Professor replied that he didn’t see the differ- 
ence. The same might be said of compulsory morality : it is equivalent 
to no morality at all.” This is of course true; yet compulsory morality 
may form an education towards true morality. This would also have 
been at least a partial answer to Professor Rogers. Cf. Hoffding’s 
Outlines of Psychology, p. 76. It should be added that Mr. Muirhead 
notices this qualification at a later stage, pp. 167-8. 
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§ 4. Ricuts anp Os iications.—The forces of law and 
of public opinion are mainly concerned with the establish- 
ment of men’s rights and obligations. These terms are 
strictly correlative. Every right brings an obligation with 
it; and that not merely in the obvious sense that when one 
man has a right other men are under an obligation to 
respect it, but also in the more subtle sense that when a 
man has a right he is thereby laid under an obligation to 
employ it for the general good. This fact is concealed from 
many men’s minds through a certain confusion between 
legal and moral obligation. It is generally convenient to 
enforce the observance of rights by positive laws; whereas 
it is not generally convenient to enforce the corresponding 
obligation. Hence it comes to be thought that there is no 
obligation at all. For instance, it is convenient to protect 
property; whereas it would be very troublesome and 
dangerous to try to compel men to use their property 
wisely—and indeed any such attempt, beyond certain 
narrow limits, is almost bound to defeat its own ends. 
Hence it comes to be said that a man “may do what he 
likes with his own.” Legally, he may; but morally, he is 
under the obligation to use his own for the general good, 
just as strictly as if it were another’s. A man’s rights, in 
fact, are nothing more than those things which, for the sake 
of the general good, it is convenient that he should be 
allowed to possess. And since it is for the sake of the 
general good that he possesses them, he is bound to use 
them for that end. By himself, a man has no right to 
anything whatever. He is a part of a social whole; and he 
has a right only to that which it is for the good of the whole 
that he should have. Let us consider very briefly the nature 
of some of the more important of these rights. 

§ 5. Tue Ricuts or Man. (a) Lzfe.—The first of human 

M. E. ° 
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rights is the right to live. This right follows at once from 
the fact that the moral end is a personal one—a form of 
self-realization. If the end which men sought were some 
impersonal object, life might reasonably be sacrificed to 
that. And, indeed, as the self to be realized is the social 
self, the individual will sometimes be justified in sacrificing 
his life for the sake of his society. But such cases are 
exceptional. As a rule, the human good requires the con- 
tinuance of life for its realization. Hence it is important 
that the sacredness of life should be recognized. In some 
primitive forms of society even this fundamental right is 
not acknowledged. Children are frequently exposed, and 
captives in war are put to death without hesitation. And 
even in partly civilized communities the sacredness of life 
is sometimes very lightly treated—e. g. where the practice of 
duelling is permitted. Indeed if the value of life were 
fully appreciated, there can be little doubt that even war 
would soon be abolished among civilized nations. Also it 
must be observed that the right of life cannot be said to 
be really secured to all the citizens of a community unless 
the means of obtaining a livelihood are secured. The right 
to live thus seems to involve the right to labour.? 

The right of life, like all rights, brings an obligation with 
it—vzz. the obligation of treating life, both one’s own and 
that of others, as a sacred thing. He who violates this 
obligation—e. g. by murder—forfeits the right of life, and 
may legitimately be deprived of it. 

(6) Freedom.—The next right is that of freedom. The 
necessity of this rests mainly on the fact that the moral 
ideal has to be realized by the individual will. Hence the 


1 This point was emphasized by Louis Blanc and some other social- 
istic writers. The question how far, and by what means, such a right 
is to be secured, must be left to writers on Politics and Economics, 
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individual, in order to realize his supreme end, must be free 
to exercise his will. The recognition of this right usually 
comes much later than that of life. Slavery existed long 
after the stage at which prisoners of war were put to death; 
and even now, after the abolition of slavery, the conditions 
of contract with regard to labour and to property are often 
of such a kind as seriously to interfere with men’s liberty 
in the conduct of their lives. Of course freedom in any 
absolute sense is not possible, and ought not to be aimed at. 
It can never be permissible in any well-ordered community 
that its members should do as they please. The right 
which it is desirable to secure is the right of having the free 
development of one’s life as little interfered with as is 
possible, consistently with the maintenance of social order. 

The right of freedom brings with it the obligation of 
using one’s freedom for the attainment of rational ends. 
Milton rightly said of liberty, ‘who love that must first 
be wise and good.”? It is only on this assumption that 
liberty can be granted in a well-ordered state. Hence the 
slowness in the acquisition of freedom is not without justi- 

1 Hegel remarked (Philosophy of History, Introduction) that the 
Oriental nations recognized only that ome is free—z.e. the Despot: the 
Greeks, on the other hand, recognized that some are free—vzz. the Greek 
citizens themselves—while Barbarians were thought to be naturally 
fitted for slavery : while it has been reserved for modern times, under 
the influence of Christianity, to demand that @// shall be free. This 
demand has been especially prominent since the time of the Reform- 
ation. Sometimes it is even pushed to an extreme—e. g. by Rousseau 
and by the Economists of the /aissez faire school. For extreme views 
in recent times, see 4 Plea for Liberty and Spencer’s The Man versus 
the State; and for a criticism of these views, see Ritchie’s Przzciples of 
State Interference, 

2 Cf. also what Milton says on this point in his Zvseure of Kings and 
Magistrates, § 1: ‘‘None can love freedom heartily, but good men: 
the rest love not freedom, but licence ; which never hath more scope 
or more indulgence than under tyrants.” 
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fication. Freedom is not a commodity that can be bought 
or given: it must be earned. 

(c) Property—The right of property may almost be 
regarded as part of the right of freedom. Nearly all the 
ends at which a man can aim require instruments; and if a 
man has not the right to use these instruments, his liberty 
of pursuing the ends is practically rendered void. Since, 
however, instruments—especially such instruments as the 
soil of a country—are limited in amount, it becomes a 
difficult question to decide how the use of them is to be 
apportioned among the members of a community. If their 
use is reserved for a few, the great majority of the citizens 
are to a certain extent deprived of their liberty. The 
discussion of this question, however, must be left to writers 
on Politics. From a purely ethical point of view, we can 
only insist on the importance of the right of property, as a 
means of securing the possibility of a free development of 
life. 

The right of property involves the obligation to use it 
wisely for the general good. In communities where the 
fulfilment of this obligation cannot in the main be relied 
on, the right of property cannot be granted. In primitive 
communities there is practically no such right. Everything 
is possessed in common. It is only as men become civilized 
and educated that they begin to be capable of being 
entrusted with property; and even then it is usually neces- 
sary that the right should be carefully guarded against 
misuse. Some writers (e.g, Plato) have thought that in 

1 Strictly speaking, from a purely ethical point of view, it may be 
said that a man has no right to any kind of property except that which 
he has made an essential part of his own being. Hence a German 
writer, G. Simmel, says pointedly, ‘‘Ich habe wirklich nur das was 


ich bin” (‘‘Strictly speaking I possess nothing but what I am”) 
(Zinlettung in die Moralwissenschaft, p. 172). But of course it would 
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an ideal state there ought to be a community of goods, and 
no right of private property.! But this appears to be a 
mistake. Aristotle was probably right in thinking? rather 
that in an ideal state every one should have the free use of 
the necessary instruments,’ but should be taught to use them 
for the common good. 

(d) Contract—Another important right is the right to the 
fulfilment of contracts. If one man engages to render 
certain services to another, the second has the right to 
receive these services. In primitive societies there is 
scarcely any such thing as contract. The relations of men 
to one another are fixed almost from their birth, and are 
altered only by force. Hence it has been said> that 
societies develop “from status to contract.” 

The right of contract involves the obligation to enter 
into no contracts except those that can be reasonably ful- 
filled. A man is not at liberty, for instance, to contract 


be impossible to observe this principle in practical politics. This does 
not, however, make it any the less important to take account of it. 

1 See his Republic, Books IV. and V. The precise extent to which 
Plato intended to carry out the principle of community is not altogether 
clear. For a recent advocacy of communism, see Morris’s Mews from 
Nowhere. 

2 Politics, Il. v. 

3 Whether land, and other forms of property that are not capable of 
being indefinitely multiplied, can be dealt with on the same principle, 
is a much more difficult question. 

4 On the other hand, in modern times, contract has become so 
common a method of entering into relationship, that some writers have 
been tempted to think that all relationships are founded on such engage- 
ments, The State, for instance, was said to rest on a ‘‘social contract.’ 
Hobbes and Rousseau were the chief upholders of this view. An 
eloquent attack was made on it by Burke in his Reflections on the 
Revolution in France. See Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, p. 165, 
note, here is a good criticism in Hume’s Zssays (‘Of the Original 
Contract”). 5 Maine’s Ancient Law, chap. v. 
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himself into slavery.! Nor is any one entitled, even if he 
were able, to enter into such a contract as that of Faust 
with Mephistopheles. Hence the right of contract, like that 
of property, is possible only in a highly-developed com- 
munity, and even then requires considerable safeguards.” 

(e) Lducation.—The last right which it seems necessary 
to notice here, is the right of education. In this case the 
right and obligation are so closely united that it is scarcely 
possible to distinguish them. Every one, we may say, has 
both the right and the obligation of being educated accord- 
ing to his capacity; since education is necessary for the 
realization of the rational self. This is a right which has 
been but tardily recognized even in some highly-civilized 
countries; and even now in many of them the highest 
kinds of education are practically inaccessible to the mass 
of the people. But it is clear that in a well-ordered state 
every one ought to have the means of developing his 
faculties to the best advantage. 

§ 6. ULTIMATE MEANING OF RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS. 
A little reflection may convince us that the ultimate signi- 
ficance of rights and obligations is simply this. We have 
a right to the means that are necessary for the development 
of our lives in the direction that is best for the highest 
good of the community of which we are members; and we 
are under the obligation to use the means in the best way 
for the attainment of this end.® 


1 Hence the fallacy of Carlyle’s view, that slavery consists simply in 
hiring a man’s services for life. See his Latter-Day Pamphlets. A 
man has no right to contract away his own freedom. 

2 Men who are in a disadvantageous position (owing to poverty, for 
instance) are apt to be induced to form contracts on unfair conditions. 
It is desirable that they should be, as far as possible, guarded against this. 

3 Of course I refer here to rights and obligations in the ethical sense. 
To what extent, and by what means, these rights and obligations are 
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§ 7. SocraL InstitutIoNs.—There are various ways in 
which men group themselves together in a society ; and the 
relations in which they are thus brought to one another are 
often of so much ethical significance that it is desirable to 
notice briefly some of the more important of them. 

(a) The Family—The family is based on natural affec- 
tion. Its chief objects are to provide adequate protection 
and care for the helplessness of childhood, and at the same 
time to provide an adequate sphere for the highest forms 
of friendship and love. It is thought that as a rule the 
former object can be better secured by’ the affection of the 
parents than it could be by any state arrangements ;! and 
that the latter object is best fulfilled within a narrow circle.? 
The control of parents, however, requires to be in many 
ways limited. Thus it seems necessary to enforce the 
proper education of children, and to prevent them from 
being employed in unsuitable work at too early an age. 
The relation of husband and wife in the family is properly 
one of equality; but where this is not secured by mutual 
affection, it seems impossible for any state regulations to 
prevent the subordination of one to the other, without an 
intolerable interference with individual liberty. This is, 
therefore, a matter on which it is important to develop a 


to be acknowledged and enforced in actual states, are questions for the 
political philosopher. On these subjects reference may be made to 
Sidgwick’s Elements of Politics, especially chaps. iii.—vi., and chap. x. 

1 Plato, however, thought otherwise. See his Republic, Book V. 

2 Among the Greeks, in the classical age, the highest forms of friend- 
ship were practically always between men. The low position of 
women prevented them from sharing in the higher life of the citizen, 
Greek views of the family life are almost entirely vitiated by this fact ; 
just as their views of industrial life are vitiated by their acceptance of 
slavery, and by their contempt for all forms of manual labour except 
agriculture. On the Family, see Rickaby’s Moral Philosophy, Part I., 
chap. vi., and Devas’s Studies of Family Life. 
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strong public opinion. A good deal, however, can be done 
by law in removing disabilities which stand in the way of 
the recognition of perfect equality.? 

(6) The Workshop.—Industrial relations are strongly con- 
trasted with those of the family. They are not based on 
mutual affection but on contract; and they are not relations 
of equality but of subordination. No doubt, in the family 
also there is the subordination of children to their parents ; 
but this is the subordination of the undeveloped to the 
developed, of the helpless to their natural protectors: 
whereas in the industrial life the subordination which exists 
is not with a view to the protection or development of 
those who are subordinated, but simply with a view to 
external ends. In these circumstances it is important to 
make such regulations as will secure fairness of contract, 
and prevent subordination from becoming slavery. It 
has sometimes been made a matter of regret that, as 
civilization advances, the relations of men in industrial 
life depart more and more from the type of the family. 
Formerly the relation between master and apprentice was 
_ almost of a paternal character; whereas now, as Carlyle 
used to say,? there is nothing but the “cash mexus.” But 
it is doubtful whether this ought to be made a matter for 
regret. A paternal relationship easily passes into tyranny 
when there is no basis of natural affection. It is probably 
best that business relationships should be made a matter of 


1 Mr. Leslie Stephen has objected (Sctence of Ethics, chap. iii., 
§§ 36—39) to the common practice of classing the family along with 
other forms of social organization, on the ground that it rests on physio- 
logical necessities, and \that it is rather a basis than a result of political 
unity. For a student of sociology or politics this contention would, I 
think, have much force. The ethical significance of the family, however, 
does not appear to me to be affected by it. 

2 See his Past and Present ; and cf. below, pp. 222, 278. 
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pure contract. This may to some slight extent interfere 
with the development of relations of mutual kindness and 
loyalty ; but there can be little doubt that to a much greater 
extent it helps to prevent injustice. The feelings of kind- 
ness are more likely to arise in men as neighbours and 
fellow-citizens than as masters and servants; and the 
practical offices of help can probably be better undertaken 
by society as a whole than by particular employers. 

At the same time it cannot be doubted that anything that 
can be done to make the relation of subordination less 
harsh is in the highest degree desirable. For this reason 
all forms of co-operation that are practicable ought to be 
earnestly promoted. The question, What kinds of industry 
ought to be encouraged or discouraged? is also largely an 
ethical question; though the methods by which industries 
may advantageously be promoted or impeded, must be left 
to be discussed by economists and political philosophers. 
Under modern conditions of industrial life, industries are 
promoted or retarded chiefly! by changes in the demand 
for the objects produced by them; and these again are 
brought about mainly by changes in men’s tastes, fashions, 
and habits of life. Now in so far as the objects brought 
into demand by such changes are necessary for the preserva- 
tion or maintenance or advancement of human life, and in 
so far as the industries by which they are produced are not 
injurious to human life, there can be no question about 
their moral justification. The ethical question, therefore, 
arises chiefly with regard to the use of what are called 


1 Setting aside changes in natural conditions, and changes produced 
by new discoveries and inventions, with which Ethics is only very 
indirectly concerned (since the question, how far men should be allowed 
to make and utilize new discoveries, can scarcely at the present time be 
regarded as a practical one). 
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luxuries, and to the use of objects which can be produced 
only by means of dangerous or deleterious processes. And 
the question which thus arises can be answered only by 
balancing the advantages which such objects bring towards 
the advancement of the supreme end of life against the loss 
occasioned by their injurious effects. 

(c) The Civic Community—tIf men’s business relations 
are to be purely a matter of contract, it is necessary that 
the community as a whole should undertake those more 
paternal functions which cannot conveniently be left to the 
care of individuals. This is partly the business of the 
central government; but toa great extent it can be more 
conveniently managed by each district for itself. The care 
which has to be exercised over the citizens consists in such 
matters as the provision of sanitary arrangements (including 
baths, and the like), the means of education (including well- 
furnished public libraries), the enforcement of precautions 
against accidents, the prevention of adulteration of foods 
and other forms of deception, and the securing of the 
means of livelihood to those who are incapacitated for 
labour. The discussion of the details of such provisions, 
and of the question whether they can be best managed by 
a central authority or by local administrations, must be left 
to writers on Politics. 

(@) The Church.—The paternal care of the citizens, how 
ever, cannot be fully provided by any form of civic 
machinery. There must always be a certain hardness in 
all such machinery. It must be managed on a basis of 
law and not of affection. Hence it is necessary that it 


1 The best discussion of this subject known to me is to be found in 
a pamphlet on Zhe Effects of Consumption of Wealth on Distribution, 
by Mr. William Smart (published by the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science). 
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should be supplemented by more personal relations among 
the citizens. A centre for such personal relationships is 
furnished by the Church, whose function it is to secure the 
carrying out of the highest moral ideal in human relation- 
ships. It is greatly to be regretted that differences of 
religious opinion prevent the Church from being so efficient 
in this way as it might otherwise be. ‘There can be little 
doubt that in the Middle Ages, under the sway of Catho- 
licism, its work was more efficiently done—if it is in reality 
possible to compare the action of institutions under very 
different conditions of social life. Perhaps it may be found 
necessary to supplement the work of the Churches by 
unsectarian ethical institutions. But the discussion of this 
question would not be suitable for an elementary text- 
book!; and indeed it could scarcely be satisfactorily 
answered without introducing considerations that are not of 
a purely ethical character. The same remark applies to 
the discussion of the important question of the right relation 
of the Churches to the State. 

(e) The State.—The State is the supreme controller of all 
social relationships. It makes .laws and sees that they are 
enforced. It also carries on various kinds of work that 
cannot conveniently be left to private enterprise. It under- 
takes, for instance, the provision of the means of national 
defence, the conveyance of letters, and in some countries 
the conducting of railways. The extent to which it is 
desirable that such work should be undertaken by the State, 
cannot be discussed in an ethical treatise. But it is im- 
portant to insist that any one who seeks to answer this 
question, must answer it by a consideration of the degree 


1 It is, however, discussed at considerable length by Prof. Gizycki in 
his Introduction to the Study of Ethics (Dr. Coit’s adaptation), chap, 
ix. ; 
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to which such action tends to promote the highest life of 
the citizens of the State. 

§ 8. SociaL ProGReEss.—Ali the institutions to which refer- 
ence has now been made, are continually undergoing changes, 
which are rendered necessary by the progressive civilization 
of mankind. In carrying out such changes it is important 
to see that they are not made with a view to merely 
temporary advantages, and that the advantages which they 
secure are not bought with any loss of human efficiency. 
The ultimate standard by which all progress must be tested 
is the realization of the rational self. Material and social 
progress is valuable only in so far as it is a means to this. 

§ 9. INDIVIDUALISM AND SocraLisM.—In recent times dis- 
cussions with regard to social progress have appeared chiefly 
in the form of the question, whether we ought to move in 
an individualistic or in a socialistic direction. Individualists 
think that it is chiefly important to secure, as far as possible, 
the freedom of action of the individual citizens. Socialists, 
on the other hand, think that what is chiefly desirable is to 
regulate the actions of individuals so as to secure the good 
of all. It does not appear, however, that there is any real 
opposition between the principles of Individualism and of 
Socialism.t The good of all can certainly not be secured 
if the nature of each is cramped and underfed; nor can 
freedom be allowed to each except on the assumption that 
that freedom will on the whole be used for the good of all. 
The question that ought to be asked is—In what directions 


1 From the point of view of Ethics, we may say that both Individual- 
ism and Socialism supply us with economic commandments. The 
commandment of Individualism is—Thou shalt not pauperize; or 
Every one must be allowed to work out his own salvation. The com- 
mandment of Socialism is—Thou shalt not exploit ; or No one must be 
used as a mere means to any one else’s salvation. 
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is it desirable to give men more freedom, and in what 
directions is it desirable that their actions should be more 
controlled? It is a question of detail, and it must be 
answered differently at different stages of human develop- 
ment. Perhaps at the present time it is chiefly in the 
socialistic direction that advance is demanded. But the 
reason is simply that in recent generations the individualistic 
side has been too strongly insisted on. This again is 
mainly due to the fact that in recent times the main social 
advance has consisted in the emancipation of highly-skilled 
labour from cumbersome restraints. The problem of the 
next age is rather that of providing a truly human life for 
those who are less skilled and capable, and who are con- 
sequently less able to look after their own interests. The 
former advance could be made by individualistic methods : 
the latter seems to demand a certain degree of Socialism.} 


1 This subject is treated with considerable fulness by Prof. Paulsen 
in his System der Ethih, vol. ii., Book IV. iii. 3. See also an excellent 
paper by Prof. Adams on ‘‘ An Interpretation of the Social Movements 
of our Time” in the Zxternational Journal of Ethics, vol. ii., No. 1 
(October, 1891), pp. 32—50. On the general subject of Socialism as 
a question of practical politics, the student may consult Sidgwick’s 
Principles of Political Economy, Book II1., chaps. ii.—vii., and Elements 
of Politics, chap.x. See also his Methods of Ethics, Book III., chap. v. 
Reference may also be made to the Fatian Essays in Socialism, 
Schiffle’s Quzntessence of Socialism, Kirkup’s [ngquiry into Socialism, 
Rae’s Contemporary Socialism, Graham’s Socialism New and Old, 
Rickaby’s Moral Philosophy, Gilman’s Socialism and the American 
Spirit, &c. A singularly searching examination of the ideas underlying 
Individualism and Socialism has lately appeared in Mr. Bosanquet’s 
Civilization of Christendom. 
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NOTE ON JUSTICE. 


Anything like a complete discussion of the difficult conception of 
Justice would evidently be quite beyond the scope of such a text-book 
as this. But a few remarks seem to be called for. 

Much confusion has arisen in the treatment of this subject from a 
failure to observe an ambiguity in the term which was well known even 
to Plato and Aristotle, but which some modern writers seem to have 
forgotten. The term ‘‘ Justice” is used in two distinct senses. We 
speak of a ‘just man,” and we speak of a ‘‘just law” or a ‘‘just 
government.” Just, in the former sense, means almost the same as 
morally good: it means morally good in respect to the fulfilment of 
social obligations. Justice, then, in this sense is equivalent to all virtue 
in its social aspect. On the other hand, when we speak of a just law 
or a just government, we mean one that is fair or impartial? in dealing 
with those to whom it applies or over whom it rules. This ambiguity 
in the use of the term is partly concealed by the fact that we sometimes 
speak of a man as being just in the same sense as that in which the term 
is applied to a law or government—vzzz. in those cases in which a man 
occupies a position of authority (as a judge, a king, or even a parent), 
so as to be a representative of law or government. Hence many writers 
have failed to perceive that there are two senses in which the term is used. 
The confusion between these two senses vitiates, for example, nearly all 
that is said about Justice in the fifth chapter of Mill’s Uséitavianism. 
That Mill should have fallen into such a confusion is, indeed, not sur- 


prising. Confusions are so plentiful in his writings that one begins 


1 See Aristotle’s Z¢hics, Book V., chap. i. Sometimes, however, 
when we speak of a ‘‘just man’’ we mean merely one who fulfils those 
obligations that are enforced by positive law. Cy. above, p. 175, note 
2, and below, p. 204, note 1. But I do not think that this use of the 
term is common, or to be commended. 

obra chants 

8 Justice is derived from the Latin jus, law. This again is cognate 
with jussum, meaning what is ordered. A just man means one who 
obeys orders, z, é. the moral orders or laws. A just law or government, 
on the other hand, means one that possesses the qualities that belong to, — 


or ought to belong to, a law (7ws)—vzz, in particular, the quality of 
fairness or impartiality. 
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almost to be surprised when he fails to fall intoone.! The influence of 
the same ambiguity seems, however, to be not without effect even on a 
writer who in this respect is the very opposite of Mill. Dr. Sidgwick 
carefully distinguishes? between the two senses of Justice now referred 
to, and states that he intends to confine himself to the second. Neverthe- 
less, one of his illustrations appears to refer to Justice rather in the first 
sense. He remarks* that we cannot say, ‘‘in treating of the private 
conduct of individuals, that @// arbitrary inequality is recognized as 
unjust: it would not be commonly thought unjust in a rich bachelor 
with no near relatives to leave the bulk of his property in providing 
pensions exclusively for indigent red-haired men, however unreason- 
able and capricious the choice might appear.” When it is said that 
this is not unjust, does not this mean simply that it is not contrary to 
any recognized moral obligation? And is not the term, therefore, used 
in its first sense? If a law, or a government, or even a parent in 
dealing with his children, were to exhibit any similar caprice to that 
here supposed by Dr. Sidgwick, would not this be at once regarded as 
unjust? In such a case, we should be using the term in its second 
sense. ‘The person supposed by Dr. Sidgwick is not said to be unjust, 
apparently simply for the reason that he is not in a position in which 
Justice, in this sense, can be predicated of him at all. A man cannot, 
in this sense, be either just or unjust, unless he represents some form of 
law or government, 

But there is astill further ambiguity in the use of the term, And this 
also was pointed out by Aristotle.4 In speaking of Justice in the sense 
of fairness, we may be referring either to the apportionment of goods 
or to the apportionment of evils. Now evil can be fairly apportioned 
only to those who have done evil—z. e. as punishment. Justice, then, 
may be either distributive or corrective. But sometimes the term is 


1 Mill’s wonderful breadth and fairnessareaccompanied by a want 
of logical precision (due probably to haste), which is almost equally 
remarkable in so able a man. ‘This fact was brought out by Jevons 
in a very ill-natured but at the same time forcible paper, which has 
been published in the volume entitled Pure Logic, edited by Prof. 
Adamson. Perhaps, however, the truth is partly that Mill’s unusual 
clearness of statement makes his errors more obvious than those of most 
other men. 

2 Methods of Ethics, p. 264-5, note 2. 

8 [lid., p. 268-9, note. 

4 Op. cit., Book V., chap. ii. 
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used emphatically in the latter sense as if this were its exclusive use. 
To ‘do justice” is frequently understood as meaning simply to award 
punishment. Thus, there is an ambiguity between the broader sense 
of the term, including distributive and corrective Justice, and the 
narrower sense in which it is confined to the latter. Mill seems to have 
been misled by this ambiguity also. Thus, when he says that ‘‘the 
two essential ingredients in the sentiment of Justice are, the desire to 
punish a person who has done harm, and the knowledge or belief that 
there is some definite individual or individuals to whom harm has been 
done,” he seems to be referring exclusively to corrective Justice, without 
being aware that he is dealing only with a part of the subject. 

As far as I can judge, Aristotle’s treatment of the whole subject of 
Justice is still the best that we have. Next to this comes probably the 
treatment by Dr. Sidgwick ; and it of course has the advantage of being 
more fully adapted to modern conditions of knowledge and practice. 


CHAPTER XI. 


THE COMMANDMENTS. 


ot , ~ ~ 
‘Ta caOijkovra wo étinay Taig oxésiow Tapaperpeirar.” 


EPICTETUS. 


§ 1. Nature or Morat Laws.—The Jews, by whom the 
moral consciousness of the modern world has been perhaps 
mainly determined,? summed up their view of duty in the 
form of ten commandments. And we find in other nations 
also a certain more or less explicit recognition of definite 
rules to which a good man must adhere—rules which say 
expressly, Do this, Abstain from that. Now, in the moral 


1 (** Our duties are in general proportioned to our conditions.”) 


2 It is hard to say whether the Jews or the Greeks have had most 
influence on us in this respect. See Hatch’s Azbdert Lectures ; and cf., 
for a vigorous but very paradoxical view of the same subject, Diihring’s 
Ersatz der Religion. 

3 The Greeks had no definite code of moral rules. Their earliest 
moral wisdom was expressed rather in brief proverbial sayings, such as 
pnoiv ayav (‘‘nothing to excess’). Among the Greeks, however, as 
among all early peoples, the laws of the State furnished a basis for 
moral obligation, just as a child’s first ideas of duty are derived from 
the commands of its parents. The dawning of the consciousness that 
there isa deeper basis of moral obligation than State laws is illustrated 
in the Axtigone of Sophocles. It was largely because the early Greeks 
had no clear distinction between the moral law and the laws of the 
State that the criticisms of the Sophists (and to some extent of Socrates) 
were felt to be subversive of morality. See Zeller’s Pre-Socratic Philo- 
sophy, vol. ii., p. 404, and Socrates and the Socratic Schools, pp. 
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“ought,” as we have so far considered it, there are no such 
explicit commands contained. There is only the general 
command to realize the rational self. We must now con- 
sider what is the place of particular rules within this general 
commandment. 

What has been said in the last chapter may help us to do 
this. For we have seen there that there are certain definite 
rights that come to be gradually recognized in human 
societies ; and that these definite rights bring definite obliga- 
tions along with them. Such obligations may be expressed 
in the form of commandments. 

It is not merely, however, in connection with these recog- 
nized rights that such obligations arise. Obligations arise 


in connection with all the institutions of social life, and 
in connection with all the relationships into which men are 


brought to one another. No doubt there is a certain right 
corresponding to all such obligations, just as there is an 
obligation corresponding to every right.1 But sometimes it 
is the right that is obvious, and the obligation seems to 
follow it, whereas in other cases it is the obligation that is 
more easily recognized. In the preceding chapter we have 
considered some of the more prominent rights and institu- 


219—221. It is noteworthy also that the absoluteness of the Jewish Law 
showed signs of breaking down, as soon as the Jews had lost their 
national independence. 

1 Rights are also for the most part connected with definite institu- 
tions, or forms of social organization. Hence duties also tend to cluster 
round them. Thus, Mr. Alexander says (oral Order and Progress, 
p. 253) that ‘‘ Duties are the conduct . . . by which institutions are 
maintained’’: ‘the duty of recording a vote... . gives effect to the 
institution of parliamentary franchise.” It seems an exaggeration, 
however, to say that all duties are related to institutions in this way. 
The duty of regard for life, for instance, seems to be independent of any 
special institutions—unless we are to describe life itself as an “ institu- 
tion,” which would be somewhat paradoxical. 
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tions of social life. In this chapter we are to consider the 
more prominent obligations as presenting themselves in the 
form of commandments. In the one case, as-in the other, 
it would probably be useless to attempt to give an exhaustive 
classification. 

§ 2. Respect FoR Lirre.—The first commandment is the 
commandment to respect life, corresponding directly to the 
right of life. This commandment is expressed in the form, 
Thou shalt not kill; and its meaning is so obvious that it 
requires little comment. We must merely observe that the 
commandment which bids us have respect for life enjoins 
much more than the mere passive abstinence from the de- 
struction of another’s physical existence. It involves also the 
care of our own, and the avoidance of anything likely to 
injure either our own or another’s physical well-being. How 
much this implies, we are only gradually learning. Mr. 
Herbert Spencer has done admirable service in emphasizing 
this side of moral law.! 

§ 8. Respect FoR FREEDoM.—The second commandment 
corresponds to the right of Freedom. It forbids any inter- 
ference with the development of another man’s life, except 
in so far as such interference may be required to help on 
that development itself. It may be expressed in the form, 
Treat every human being as a person, never as a mere 
thing. In this form, it may be regarded as forbidding 
slavery, despotism, exploitation, prostitution, and every 
other form of the use of another as a mere means to one’s 
own ends. This commandment and the preceding one are 
closely connected together. They might, in fact, be regarded 


1 See especially his Data of Ethics, chap. xi., and The Principles 
of Ethics, Part III. Cf also Clark Murray’s Zutroduction to Ethics, 
Book II., Part II., chap. ii., and Adler’s Moral Instruction of Children, 
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as one; for the destruction of the life of another is simply 
an extreme form of interference with his free development. 
There is also a third commandment which is closely con- 
nected with these two, and which we may notice next. 

§ 4 RESPECT FOR CHARACTER.—This may be stated as 
the commandment to respect character. It is the positive 
of which the two preceding are the negative. It not merely 
forbids us to injure our neighbour or to do anything that 
will interfere with his free development, but also positively 
bids us observe, as far as we can, what will further him. It 
was of this commandment that St. Paul was thinking when 
he said, “ All things are lawful for me, but all things are 
not expedient.” By the ordinary negative law he was per- 
mitted to do anything that did not positively injure another ; 
but he was conscious that, in addition to this, he ought to 
abstain from anything that would tend to prevent the 
furtherance of another in his development. To partake of 
certain meats would not interfere either with the life or with 
the freedom of any one; but, having regard to the stage of 
development at which they stand, we may be aware that it 
would be injurious to them. Of course, we might regard 
this principle as simply an extension of the negative principle 
of respect for freedom. But perhaps it is better to regard it 
as positive; for when we thus have regard for the stage of 
development at which any one stands, we shall be led not 
merely to abstain from that which will injure him, but also 
to do that which will help him. The simplest way of 
summing up this commandment is perhaps to say, in Hegel’s} 
language, “‘ Be a person, and respect others as persons.” 

§ 5. RESPECT FOR PRopERtTy.—The next commandment 
is, Thou shalt not steal. This is simply a carrying out of 
the preceding. It forbids any appropriation of the instru- 

1 Philosophie des Rechts, § 36. 
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ments of another’s well-being, whether they be material 
things that belong to him, or such goods as time, reputation, 
and the like. This commandment is, as I say, involved in 
the preceding. For the development of a man’s personality 
involves the use of instruments; and the right of an indi- 
vidual to appropriate these involves the obligation on the 
part of all others of leaving his possession of them inviolate. 
The commandment to respect property ought, however, to 
be regarded as involving something more than the mere 
condemnation of theft. It involves regard for our own 
property as well as that of others. It condemns, therefore, 
any neglect or abuse of the instruments which an individual 
has appropriated. It may also be regarded as condemning 
all forms of idleness that imply living on the work of others, 
and so appropriating what belongs to them. 

§ 6. RESPECT FOR SOCIAL ORDER.—To avoid unnecessary 
details, we may next consider what is rather a group of 
commandments than a single rule—v7z. those command- 
ments that are connected with respect for social institutions 
and the various forms of social order. Such respect is pretty 
nearly equivalent to what the Greeks used to call aidwe, 
shame or reverence.! This feeling forbids us to interfere 
unnecessarily with any established institution. It forbids, 
for instance, any violation of the sanctities of the family ; it 
enjoins that we should “honour the king” and all con- 
stituted authorities ;? and the like. The authority of this 


1 It has already been remarked (p. 165, so¢e 2) that aidwe is almost 
equivalent to conscience. Since, however, the moral obligations of the 
early Greeks were connected entirely with social laws and institutions, it 
was almost entirely with these that the feeling of aidwe¢ was associated. 

2 T need hardly say that this rule is not to be understood as excluding 
the right of revolution. As we shall shortly see, none of these rules is 
to be regarded as absolutely binding. Just as a Nelson may look at 
the signals of his superior officer with his blind eye, so a far-seeing 
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group of commandments rests on the importance of main- 
taining the social system to which we belong. The soldier 
feels himself in general bound to carry out the commands 
of his superior, even if he knows very well that ‘‘some one 
has blundered”; and in the same way the citizen feels 
bound in general to give his support to the constituted 
authorities of his state, even if he sees clearly that their 
laws are not altogether wise. Evidently this group of com- 
mandments might be split up into a number of separate 
rules. But it is so easy to do this, that it is scarcely worth 
while to attempt it here. 

§ 7. RESPECT FoR TRuTH.—The next commandment is, 
Thou shalt not lie. This rule has a double application. 
On the one hand, it may be taken to mean that we should 
conform our actions to our words—that, for instance, we 
should fulfil our promises, and observe the contracts into 
which we have entered. On the cther hand, it may be 
taken to mean that we should conform our words to our 
thoughts—z. e, that we should say what we mean. Evidently, 
these two interpretations are quite different. A man may 
make a promise which he does not mean to keep. In that 
case, he lies in the second sense. But it does not follow that 
he will necessarily lie in the first sense. For, having made the 
promise, he may keep it. Still, both senses are concerned 
with respect for the utterance of our thoughts—though the 
latter is concerned with care in the utterance of them, the 
former with care in conforming our actions to that which has 
been uttered. Lying, however, ought not to be understood 
as referring merely to language. We lie by our actions, 
if we do things in such a way as to imply that we intend to 
do something else, or that we have done something else, 


social reformer may defy the laws of his state. But it is only in 
exceptional circumstances that such conduct is justifiable, 
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which in fact we neither have done nor intend to do. The 
commandment, then, Thou shalt not lie, may be taken to 
mean that we must always so speak and act as to express 
as clearly as possible what we believe to be true, or what 
we intend to perform; and that, having expressed our 
meaning, we must as far as possible conform our actions 
to it. 

§ 8. RespEcT FoR PRrocress.—The last commandment 
of which it seems necessary to take notice, is the command- 
ment—too often overlooked in moral codes—which bids us 
help on, as far as we can, the advancement of the world. 
It may be expressed in this form, Thou shalt labour, within 
thy particular province, with ail thy heart and with all thy 
soul and with all thy strength and with all thy mind? It 
is not without reason that I express this commandment in 
the same form as that in which the love of God has been 
enjoined. It was wisely said, Zaborare est orare, Work is 
Worship. The love of God is perhaps most clearly shown 
by faith in human progress; and faith in it is shown 
~ most clearly by devotion to it. With this great positive 
commandment, we may conclude our list. 

§ 9. Casuistry.—I have made no great effort to reduce 
these commandments to system. It might be a good exer- 
cise for the student to work them out more in detail, and 
show their relations to one another. But it seems clear 
that no system of commandments can ever be made quite 
satisfactory. ‘There can be but one supreme law; and if 
we make any subordinate rules absolute, they are sure to 
come into conflict. Such a conflict of rules gives rise to 


1 This is Carlyle’s commandment—‘‘ Know what thou canst work 
at; and work at it, like a Hercules” (fast and Present, Book III, 
chap. xi.). 

2 «All true work is religion” (Carlyle, z¢d., chap. xii.). 
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casuistry. Casuistry consists in the effort to interpret the 
precise meaning of the commandments, and to explain 
which is to give way when a conflict arises. It is evident 
enough that conflicts must arise. If we are always to respect 
life, we must sometimes appropriate property—e.g. the 
knife of a man about to commit murder. If we are always 
to do our utmost for freedom, we shall sometimes come 
into conflict with order. So in other cases. We have 
already quoted the emphatic utterance of Jacobi on this 
point ;? and though it may be somewhat exaggerated, yet it 
cannot be denied that there are occasions in which we feel 
bound to break one or more of the commandments in 
obedience to a higher law. Now casuistry seeks to draw out 
rules for breaking the rules—to show the exact circumstances 
in which we are entitled to violate particular commandments. 
This effort is chiefly associated historically with the teaching 
of the Jesuits. It was called ‘‘casuistry ” because it dealt 
with ‘‘ cases of conscience.” It fell into disrepute, and was 
severely attacked by Pascal. And on the whole rightly. 
It is bad enough that we should require particular rules of 
conduct at all;* but rules for the breaking of rules would 
be quite intolerable. ‘They would become so complicated 
that it would be impossible to follow them out; and any 
such attempt would almost inevitably lead in practice to a 
system by which men might justify, to their own satisfaction, 


1 See Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, p. 88, Muirhead’s Elements of 
Ethics, p. 67-8, Caird’s Critical Philosophy of Kant, vol. ii., pp. 186— 
190, and p. 215, and Bradley’s £tArcal Studies, p. 142. 

2 See above, pp. 63-4. 

3 See Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 151—154. 

4 The expression of the moral law in the form of particular rules 
belongs to an early stage in moral development. It naturally comes 
immediately after that stage in which morality is identified with the 
laws of the State. Cf Muirhead’s Zvements of Ethics, pp. 66—70. 
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any action whatever.1 The way to escape from the limita- 
tions of the commandments, is not to make other com- 
mandments more minute and subtle, but rather to fall back 
upon the great fundamental law, of which the particular 
commandments are but fragmentary aspects. 

§ 10. THE SupREME Law.—What is that fundamental law ? 
It is, as we have already seen, the commandment that bids 
us realize the rational self. This commandment is so broad, 
and is apt to seem so vague, that it is certainly well that it 
should be supplemented, for practical purposes, by more 
particular rules of conduct. But when these rules come 
into conflict, and when we feel ourselves in a difficulty with 
regard to the course that we ought to pursue—when, in 
short, a ‘‘case of conscience” arises—we must fall back 
upon the supreme commandment, and ask ourselves: Is 
the course that we think of pursuing the one that is most 
conducive to the realization of the rule of reason in the 
world? No doubt this is a question which it will often be 
difficult to answer.? But, in general, a man who keeps his 


1 Hence Adam Smith says (Theory of Moral Sentiments, Part VI., 
sect. IV.) that ‘‘ books of casuistry are generally as useless as they are 
commonly tiresome.” 

2 Sometimes it may be easier to answer in the form of feeling. The 
commandments in which the Jewish Law was summed up—‘‘ Thou 
shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, &c., and thy neighbour 
as thyself ”—express the right attitude of feeling, that of love for the 
supreme reason and for all rational beings. In the form of feeling, 
however, there is the disadvantage that the definite duties to be per- 
formed are not suggested, whereas the command to pursue the advance- 
ment of the rational life suggests at once the means that must be adopted 
for this end. At the same time, it is important to insist that the right 
attitude of mind necessarily brings with it the right form of feeling. To 
this point we have already referred (above, pp. 64, 70, 84, and 85). We 
have seen that Kant refused to regard love as a duty, interpreting the 
Christian injunction as meaning merely that we should treat others as 
if we loved them. But, as Adam Smith remarked (Zheory of Moral 
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conscience unclouded, and sets this question fairly before 
himself, will be able to keep himself practically clear from 
errors, without resorting to casuistical distinctions.! 

§ 11. ConventionaL Ru us.—Besides the command- 
ments, or strict moral laws, we find in every community a 
number of subordinate rules of conduct, inferior in authority, 
but often superior in the obedience which they elicit. Such 
are, for instance, the rules of courtesy, those rules that belong 
to the “Code of Honour,” the etiquette of particular trades 
and particular classes of society. There is often a certain 
absurdity in these rules; and some of them are frequently 
laughed at under the name of ‘‘ Mrs. Grundy.” Certainly 
a superstitious devotion to them, a devotion which interferes 
with the fulfilment of more important duties or with the 
development of independence of character, is not to be 
commended. Yet sometimes such rules are not without 
reason. Schiller tells us, in a wise passage of his Wallen- 
stein,® that we ought not to despise the narrow conventional 
laws; for they were often invented as a safeguard against 
various forms of wrong and injustice. Pectus stbi permissum 
is not less to be distrusted than zxéellectus sibd permissus ; 
and it is often well that the impulses of a man’s own heart 


Sentiments, Part III., sect. III., chap. iv.), this could scarcely be de- 
scribed as loving our neighbour as ourselves ; since ‘‘ we love ourselves 
surely for our own sakes, and not merely because we are commanded to 
do so.” On the same point, Janet has well quoted ( Zheory of Morals, 
p- 354) the emphatic utterance of St. Paul, ‘‘ Though I bestow all my 
goods to feed the poor, and though I give my body to be burned, and 
have not charity, it profiteth me nothing.” 

1 See, on this point, Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, Book IV., 
chap. il. 

2 Sometimes referred to as ‘‘ minor morals.” 

3 Die Piccolomini, Act I., scene iv.— 

«Lass uns die alten engen Ordnungen 
Gering nicht achten !” 
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should be checked by certain generally understood con- 
ventions.! The law of respect for social order, at any rate, 
will generally lead a man to follow the established custom, 
when no more important principle is thereby violated. 
Still, this is not a matter of supreme importance. A 
scrupulous adhesion to petty rules is no doubt as foolish as 
a total neglect of them. Eccentricity has its place in the 
moral life; and there are certainly many customs which are 
“more honoured in the breach than the observance.”’ 

§ 12. Duties oF PERFECT AND IMPERFECT OBLIGATION. 
The impossibility of drawing out any absolute code of duties 
has led some writers to draw a distinction between that part 
of our obligations which can be definitely codified and 
that part which must be left comparatively vague. This 
distinction has taken various forms. Sometimes those 
obligations which are capable of precise definition are called 
duties ; while that part of good conduct which cannot be 
so definitely formulated is classed under the head of virtue— 
as if the virtuous man were one who did more than his duty, 
more than could reasonably be demanded of him.? Again, 


1 Indeed, such rules are often more useful in small matters than 
in great ; just because the small matters interest us less. Cf below, 
p- 207, mote I. 

2 There can be no doubt that this is a common use of the term 
“Virtue” in ordinary language. Perhaps it is even the original sense 
of the word. It certainly seems to have been at first applied to those 
qualities that appeared most eminent and praiseworthy. See Alex- 
ander’s Moral Order and Progress, p. 243: ‘‘The distinctive mark 
of virtue seems to lie in what is beyond duty: yet every such act 
must depend on the peculiar circumstances under which it is done, of 
which we leave the agent to be the judge, and we certainly think it 
his duty to do what is best.” Cf Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, p. 
177, note. See also Adam Smith’s Zheory of Moral Sentiments, Part 
I., sect. II., chap. iv., Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics, Book II1., chap. 
ii., Rickaby’s Moral Philosophy, p. 70, and below, pp. 205 and 211, 
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Mill? classifies strict duties under the head of Justice; and 
adds that “there are other things, on the contrary, which 
we wish that people should do, which we like or admire 
them for doing, but yet admit that they are not bound to 
do; it is not a case of moral obligation.” But surely we 
have a moral obligation to act in the best way possible. 
Another distinction is that given by Kant? between Duties 
of Perfect and Imperfect Obligation. According to this 
classification, Duties of Perfect Obligation are those in 
which a definite demand is made upon us, without any 
qualification—as, Thou shalt not kill, Thou shalt not lie, 
Thou shalt not steal. These are, for the most part, negative. 
On the other hand, most of our positive obligations cannot 
be stated in this absolute way. The duty of beneficence, 
for instance, is relative to time, place, and circumstance. 
No man can be under an obligation to do good in all sorts 
of ways, but only in some particular ways, which he must 
in general discover for himself. Hence this may be called 
an Imperfect Obligation, because it cannot be definitely 
formulated. 

Now it is no doubt true that there is a distinction of 
this kind. There is, indeed, a threefold distinction between 


1 Utilitarianism, chap. v. Some other writers have limited the 
application of the term Justice to those actions which can be enforced 
by national law. Thus Adam Smith says (Zheory of Moral Sentiments, 
Part II., sect. II., chap. i.): ‘‘ The man who barely abstains from 
violating either the person, or the estate, or the reputation of his neigh- 
bours, has surely very little positive merit. He fulfils, however, all the 
rules of what is peculiarly called justice, and does everything which his 
equals can with propriety force him to do, or which they can punish him 
for not doing. We may often fulfil all the rules of justice by sitting 
still and doing nothing.” Cf the Note at the end of chap. x. 

* Metaphysic of Aforals, section II. (Abbott’s translation, p. 39). 
Observe what is said in Mr. Abbott’s note. Cf also Caird’s Critical 
Philosophy of Kant, vol. ii., pp. 382-3. 
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duties of different kinds. There are, in the first place, those 
duties that can be definitely formulated, and embodied in 
the laws of a State,! with penalties attached to their viola- 
tion. In the second place, there are those duties that 
cannot be put into the form of national laws, or that it 
would be very inconvenient to put into such a form, but 
which, nevertheless, every good citizen may be expected to 
observe. In the third place, there are duties which we may 
demand of some, but not of others; or which different 
individuals can only be expected to fulfil in varying degrees.? 
But the distinction between these different classes of duties 
is not arigid one. The duties that can be made obligatory 
by law vary from time to time, according to the constitution 
of the State concerned, and the degree of the civilization 
of its people. The same applies to those duties that 
every good citizen may fairly be expected to observe. 
Consequently, while at any given time and place it might 
be possible to draw out a list of the Duties of Perfect 
Obligation, and to express them in a code of Command- 
ments, yet the tables of stone on which these were engraved 
would require to be periodically broken up. And many of 
the most important duties for any particular individual 
would remain unformulated. 

§ 138. My Station snp its Dutirs.—The determination 
of a man’s duties, therefore, must be left largely to his 
individual insight. Ethics can do little more than lay down 


1 This was the original meaning of Duties of Perfect Obligation. 
Kant altered the use of the phrase. Some points in connection with 
the relation between Ethics and Jurisprudence will be found well 
brought out in Adam Smith’s Zheory of Moral Sentiments, Part VI., 
sect. IV. 

2 The fulfilment of these in an eminent degree might be said to 
constitute Virtue, as distinguished from Duty, in the sense explained 
above (p. 203). But cf below, p. 211. 
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commandments with regard to his general attitude in acting. 
In the details of his action, however, a man is not left 
entirely without guidance, Human beings do not drop 
from the clouds. Men! are born with particular aptitudes 
and in a particular environment; and they generally find 
their sphere of activity; marked out for them, within pretty 
narrow limits. They fiind themselves fixed in a particular 
station, helping to carrw forward a general system of life ; 
and their chief duties |are connected with the effective 
execution of their work. | Hence the force of Carlyle’s great 
principle, “Do the Duty that lies nearest thee.”! The 
prime duty of a workman of any kind is to do his work well, 
to be a good workman.? Of course he must first have 
ascertained that his work is a valuable one, and one that 
he is fitted to do well. | Having thus found his place in 
life, he will not as a rule have much difficulty in ascertaining 


\ 

1 Sartor Resartus, Book Il., chap. ix.: ‘*The situation that has not 
its Duty, its Ideal, was never \yet occupied by man.” See also the 
admirable chapter by Mr. Bradley on ‘‘My Station and its Duties ” 
(Zthical Studies, Essay V.). Cj Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, Part IL: 
‘‘The moral endeavour of man'takes the form not of isolated fancies 
about right and wrong, not of attempts to frame a morality for himself, 
not of efforts to bring into being some praiseworthy ideal never 
realized ; but the form of sustaining and furthering the moral world of 
which he is a member.” Thus we agree, after all, with the view of 
Dr. Johnson (see above, p. 133, ote), that a good action is one that 
“is driving on the system of life,” But for this view we now have a 
rational justification. 

2 Cf. Muirhead’s Elements of\ Ethics, p. 45: ‘*An artisan or an 
artist or a writer who does not “do his best’ is not only an inferior 
workman but a bad man.” Mr. Muirhead quotes Carlyle’s saying 
about a bad joiner, that he ‘‘broke the whole decalogue with every 
stroke of his hammer.” See also Lewey’s Outlines of Ethics, p. 112: 
**The good artisan ‘hashis heart im his work.’ His self-respect makes 
it necessary for him to respect his technical or artistic capacity ; and to 
do the best by it that he can without scrimping or lowering.” 
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what are the commandments that apply within that sphere. 
Hence the important point on the whole is not to know 
what the rules of action are, but rather the type of character 
that is to be developed in us. A well-developed character, 
placed in a given situation, will soon discover rules for itself. 
Thus, we are naturally led from the consideration of the 
commandments to the consideration of the virtues.? 


1 Jt may be worth while to note here that rules of conduct are, in 
general, valuable for us in proportion as our interest in the concrete 
matter concerned is small. A man does not want rules for the per- 
formance of anything which he has deeply at heart. Thus, a serious 
student has little need of rules for study. His own interest is a 
sufficient guide. On the other hand, a man whose main work does not 
lie in study, but who is able to devote a few hours to it now and then, 
may find it advantageous to have definite rules for the performance of 
the uncongenial task. So it is in life generally. Christianity abolished 
the external rules of Judaism, by enjoining upon us an interest in life 
instead. Such an interest is the only safe final guide. But so long as 
such an interest cannot be pre-supposed, particular rules retain a certain 
relative value. Some very suggestive remarks on this point will be 
found in Adam Smith’s Zheory of Moral Sentiments, Part III., sect. 
IV. He there gives some interesting examples of actions which are 
naturally done in obedience to rule, because our interest in them is 
slight ; and of others which are naturally done rather from an interest 
in the object to be attained. 

2 Prof. Dewey says (Outlines of Ethics, p. 231): ‘‘It isa common 
remark that moral codes change from ‘ Do not’ to ‘ Do,’ and from this 
to ‘Be.’ A Mosaic code may attempt to regulate the specific acts of 
life. Christianity says, ‘Be ye perfect.’ The effort to exhaust the 
various special right acts is futile. They are not the same for any two 
men, and they change constantly with the same man. The very words 
which denote virtues come less and less to mean specific acts, and more 
the spirit in which conduct occurs.”” Cf Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, 


p- 68, rote, 
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NOTE ON RULES OF CONDUCT. 


I have no doubt that some readers will be a good deal disappointed 
by the results of this chapter. Experience teaches me that most of 
those who take up the study of Ethics expect to find in it some cut-and- 
dried formulas for the guidance of their daily lives. They expect the 
ethical philosopher to explain to them what they ought to get up and 
do to-morrow morning. And no doubt it is true enough in a sense 
that the ethical philosopher, if he is good for anything, will explain this. 
He will explain to them the spirit in which they ought to apply them- 
selves to the particular situation before them to-morrow morning. But 
most people, and especially most English people, are not content with 
this, The cause of this discontent is no doubt partly that most of us 
have become accustomed in our youth to a code of Ten Commandments, 
generally accompanied by certain subordinate rules deduced from them. 
Partly, again, it is that most of the English schools of Ethics have 
connected themselves closely with Jurisprudence, and have thus given 
encouragement to the notion that a set of moral laws might be devised — 
similar to the laws of a nation. Now I admit of course that it is 
possible to draw out certain rules of conduct, founded on the general 
nature of human life and the conditions under which it has to be 
carried on; and it is part of the task of the moral philosopher to 
explain the general nature of these rules, and to show their place in the 
conduct of life. This I have endeavoured todo. But to suppose that 
Ethics is called upon to do more than this appears to me to be a most 
fatal error. Happily life cannot yet be reduced to rule. A moral 
génius must always, like Mirabeau, ‘‘swallow his formulas ” and start 
afresh. Pedantry will not carry one far in life,? any more than in 
literature. 

At the same time, while emphasizing this point, I have certainly no 
wish to rush to the opposite extreme. There has been so strong a 
tendency in former times to lay down an absolute ‘‘ ought” in Ethics, 


1 The chaotic state of English law led men like Bentham to seek for 
a rational basis of Jurisprudence in ethical principles. This application 
of Ethics has reacted on the study of Ethics itself. On the Continent 
the prevalence of Roman Law has perhaps made the demand for a 
fresh ethical basis less urgent. 

2? There are some good remarks on this point in Adler’s Moral 
Instruction of Children, pp. 19—23. 


CH. XI] THE COMMANDMENTS. 209 


with a rigid scheme of obligations hanging from it, that now, by a not 
unnatural reaction, we find a number of our ethical writers treading very 
gingerly, hesitating to say that there is any such thing as duty, apolo- 
gizing for the use of the word “‘ought,” and mildly conceding that 
Ethics is of no practical value. This extreme appears to me to be quite 
as pernicious as the other. It is the function of the ethical philosopher 
to discover and define the supreme end of life. This is what all the 
great ethical writers have done, from Plato and Aristotle to Spinoza, 
Kant, Hegel, and Green. As soon as this end is clearly seen, the 
duty of pursuing it becomes an absolute imperative, from which there is 
no escape. And with this end in view, the whole of our life falls into 
shape. Hence, as Aristotle puts it,1 ‘‘from a practical point of view 
it much concerns us to know this good; for then, like archers shooting 
at a definite mark, we shall be more likely to attain what we want.” 
Undoubtedly, in this sense, Ethics is of the greatest practical value. 
Nor is its value in any way diminished by the fact that the moral genius, 
or even thé man of ordinary good sense, may act well without any 
knowledge of Ethics, The human end is involved in man’s very exist- 
ence. No one can exist at all without being in some degree conscious 
of it. The task of the moral philosopher is only that of bringing it to 
clear consciousness. Only that! In the same way, the task of the 
poet is oly that of making clear to us the beauty that is everywhere 
around us. The task of the metaphysician is ov/y that of bringing out 
the meaning and connection of the principles made use of in the sciences. 
This ‘‘ only” is a little out of place. 

While we must insist, then, that it is not the task of Ethics to furnish 
us with copy-book headings for the guidance of life, we must equally 
insist that it 2s its task to furnish us with practical principles—to bring 
the nature of the highest good to clear consciousness, and to indicate the 
general nature of the means by which this good is to be attained. It 
thus tells us, not indeed the particular rules by which our lives are to be 
guided, but what is of infinitely greater practical importance—the spirit 
in which our lives are to be lived.? 


THithics, i, i. 2: 

2 In the first chapter of this book, in explaining what may fairly be 
expected of the moral philosopher, I have perhaps made it appear 
too much as if he might be expected to supply us with particular 
rules. The reason of this is, that I was anxious to start, as far as 
possible, from the point of view of the ordinary moral consciousness. 
Most of us begin by learning rules and commandments. The notion of 


M. E. Q 
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I am well aware that all this will seem unsatisfactory to many minds. 
The military spirit is deeply rooted in human nature. Men are eager 
to catch the word of command, and are disappointed when they are only 
told, as by Jesus, to ‘‘love one another,” or, as by Hegel, to ‘‘be 
persons,” or, as in the vision of Dante, to ‘‘follow their star.” And, 
indeed, as I have already said, Ethics does supply something more 
than this. It does interpret for us the meaning and importance of some 
more special rules, But assuredly neither Ethics nor anything else will 
tell a man what in particular he is to do. There would be an end of 
the whole significance of life if any such information were to be had. 
It is the special business of every human being to find out for himself 
what he is to do, and to do it, Ethics only instructs him where to look 


for it, and helps him to see that it is worth while both to find it and to 
do it. 


what is ‘‘right’”’ comes before that of what is ‘‘good.” (See above, 
pp. I—2.) My object has been to start from the conception of absolute 
obligation, and advance from this to the understanding of the supreme 
end. Having reached a view of the end, we see that the obligation 
founded on it does not take the form of a set of rules or commandments 
(as we might at first have been disposed to expect), but only that of the 
one absolute imperative—Endeavour to realize the supreme end! See 
also Appendix B, Notes I. and II. 

1 Some excellent remarks on this point will be found in Mr. 
Bosanquet’s article on ‘*The Communication of Moral Ideas as a 
Function of an Ethical Society,” in the Lzternational Journal of 
Ethics, Vol. 1., No. 1 (October, 1890), pp. 79—97 (now republished in 
The Civilization of Christendom). Some good criticisms by Professor 
Dewey will be found in the following number of the same Journal. 


CHAPTER XII. 


THE VIRTUES. 
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§ 1. RELATION OF THE VIRTUES TO THE COMMANDMENTS. 
When we have ascertained what are the most important 
commandments, we have at the same time discovered to a 
considerable extent what are the most important virtues.? 
The virtuous man will be on the whole the man who has a 
steadfast habit of obeying the commandments. There are, 
however, many virtuous habits which do not correspond to 
any commandments that can be definitely formulated.® 


1 (‘If this holds good in all cases, the proper excellence or virtue of man will be a 
habit or trained faculty that makes a man good and makes him perform his function 
well.’’) 


2 Virtue (from Latin v7, a man or hero) meant originally manliness 
or valour. The Greek dpery (from the same root as Ares, the god of 
war) and the German Tugend (connected with our English word 
“<doughty’’) have a somewhat similar origin. The term is here employed 
to denote a good habit of character, as distinguished from a Duty, 
which denotes rather some particular kind of action that we ought to 
perform. Thus aman does his Duty; but he fossesses a Virtue, or zs 
virtuous. Another sense in which the term ‘‘ Virtue” is used, has been 
already noticed. See above, p. 203. 

3 Mr. Alexander (Moral Order and Progress, p. 253) definitely con- 
nects the virtues, as well as the duties, with social institutions. In 
both cases there seems to be some exaggeration in this. Cf Muirhead’s 
Elements of Ethics, p. 175. 
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Moreover, as the virtues are concerned mainly with inner 
habits of mind, whereas the commandments deal with overt 
acts,! the lines of cleavage in dealing with the virtues are 
naturally somewhat different from those that we find in 
dealing with the commandments. Hence it seems desirable 
to devote a separate chapter to the subject of the virtues. 

§ 2. VIRTUES RELATIVE TO STATES OF SociETY.—The 
virtues which it is desirable for human beings to cultivate 
vary considerably with different times and places. They 
are more variable than the commandments?; because the 
latter confine themselves to those broad principles of con- 
duct which are applicable to nearly all the conceivable 
conditions of life. At the same time, even the virtues are 
less changeable than they are apt at first sight to appear. 
The Greek virtue of courage, confined almost entirely to 
valour in battle, has but little correspondence to anything 
that is supremely important in modern life. Yet the temper 
of mind which it indicates is one for which there is as 
much demand now as ever. And so it is also with most 
of the other virtues. The precise conditions of their 
exercise change ; but the habit of mind remains intrinsically 


1_The Jewish commandments, as interpreted in the Sermon on the 
Mount, and by modern Christian thought, are of course concerned with 
the heart as well as with outer acts. Also the summary of the com- 
mandments in terms of love refers entirely to an inner habit of mind. 
But when the commandments are thus summed up, they cease to be 
particular rules. Particular rules relate to particular modes of action. 
Cf. Muirhead, p. 68. For a discussion of the relation of Virtue to 
Duty, see Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics, Book III., chap. ii. The 
following chapters of the same book contain interesting -analyses of 
most of the particular virtues. Cf Rickaby’s Moral Philosophy, Part 
I., chap. v. 

? In that broad sense in which alone, as we have seen, universally 
significant commandments can be laid down. 

8 See Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, Book III., chap. v. 
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the same. Still, even the habit of mind does undergo some 
alteration. The kind of fortitude which is required for 
valour in battle is, even in its most inward aspect, somewhat 
different from that fortitude which sustains the modern man 
of science, politician, scholar, or philanthropist. Hence 
this side of ethical study is one which each generation 
of writers requires almost to reconsider for itself. How- 
ever instructive the great work of Aristotle may still remain 
on this point (and there is perhaps nothing more instructive 
in the whole range of ethical literature), it is yet not quite 
directly applicable to the conditions of modern life. In 
order to understand what are the most important virtues 
for us to cultivate in modern times, it is necessary to con- 
sider them in relation to the structure and requirements of 
modern society. 

§ 3. THe Eruos or A Peopie.—It is for this reason that 
it is so important, from an ethical point of view, to study 
carefully what the Germans call the Sztfen (the moral 
habitudes of thought and action) of different times and 
peoples. We have no English word that quite expresses this 
idea; but, instead of having recourse to the German, we 
may use a Greek term, and speak of the e¢hos of a people.? 
The ethos of a people is partly constituted by definite rules 
or precepts. The Ten Commandments formed a very im- 
portant element in the ethos of the Jews; and they have 


1 Cf Bradley’s Ethical Studies, chap. v., especially p. 156, where 
the following is quoted from Hegel: ‘‘The child, in his character of 
the form of the possibility of a moral individual, is something subjective 
or negative ; his growing to manhood is the ceasing to be of this form, 
and his education is the discipline or the compulsion thereof. The 
positive side and the essence is that he is suckled at the breast of the 
universal Ethos.” Similarly on p. 169: ‘The wisest men of antiquity 
have given judgment that wisdom and virtue consist in living agreeably 
to the Ethos of one’s people.” 
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continued, with certain modifications and enlargements, to 
form an important element in the ethos of modern European 
peoples. The precepts contained in the Sermon on the 
Mount have perhaps never been sufficiently appropriated 
by the world in general to be made definitely into a part of 
the ethos of any people; but they have undoubtedly exer- 
cised a most profound influence on the ethos of nearly all 
civilized nations. The ethos of a people, then, is partly 
expressed in definite commands and precepts. But partly 
also it consists in recognized habits of action and standards 
of judgment which have never been precisely formulated. 
Thus, in England there is a general idea of the kind of 
conduct which is fitting in a ‘‘gentleman”’; and though it 
might be difficult to reduce this standard to the form of 
definite rules, yet it has undoubtedly exercised a great 
influence in forming the ethos of our people. 

The ethos of a people, then, we may say, constitutes the 
atmosphere in which the best members of a race habitually 
live; or, in language that we have previously employed, it 
constitutes the universe of their moral activities. It is the 
morality of our world; and on the whole the man who 
conforms to the morality of that world is a good man, and 
the man who violates it is a bad man. Mr. Bradley has 
even said emphatically! that the man who seeks to have a 


1 Ethical Studies, p. 180. So also on p. 181 he says: ‘‘ We should 
consider whether the encouraging oneself in having opinions of one’s 
own, in the sense of thinking differently from the world on moral 
subjects, be not, in any person other than a heaven-born prophet, sheer 
self-conceit.” There is, however, some paradox in this. -A man may 
be a moral reformer in a small way, without being exactly a “‘heaven- 
born prophet.” The suffering or witnessing of wrong in some particular 
form, for instance, often makes a man sensitive to an evil to which 
most men are callous. Also the ascifles of the ‘‘heaven-born 
prophets” will for a time hold opinions different from those of the 
world. But what Mr. Bradley means is simply, Try to be as good as 
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higher morality than that of his world is on the threshold 
of immorality. But this is an exaggeration. For the ethos 
of a people is not a stationary thing.! It develops, like 
social life generally ; and its development is brought about 
mainly by the constant effort of the best members of a race 
to reach a higher standard of life than that which they find 
current around them. The xadoxdya0dc of the Greeks 
might occasionally permit himself to do many things, and 
to abstain from doing many things, which would scarcely 
be thought becoming in a modern “gentleman”; while 
the teachings of Christianity hold up to us an ideal of life 
which has not yet been fully embodied in the current 
morality of the world. While, then, it is on the whole true 
that the ethos of our people furnishes us with our moral 
standard, it must yet be remembered that it is often desirable 
to elevate that standard itself.? 

Now the virtues that are current among a people at a 
given time are the expression in particular forms of the 
ethos of that people; and their significance can be 
appreciated only in relation to the general life of the times. 


your world jist: after that you may seek to make it better. His 
meaning is similar to that of Burke (Reflections on the Revolution in 
France): ‘* We are afraid to put men to live and trade each on his 
own private stock of reason; because we suspect that the stock in each 
man is small, and that the individuals would do better to avail them- 
selves of the general bank and capital of nations and of ages.” 

1 Sometimes, indeed, it is a highly artificial thing, brought into being 
by the accidental circumstances of a particular time and place. Thus 
Adam Smith remarks (Zheory of Moral Sentiments, Part V., sect. 
Il.) that ‘‘in the reign of Charles II. a degree of licentiousness was 
deemed the characteristic of a liberal education. It was connected, 
according to the notions of those times, with generosity, sincerity, 
magnanimity, loyalty, and proved that the person who acted in this 
manner was a gentleman, and not a puritan.” 

2 Cf. below, chap, xv. 
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§ 4. VIRTUES RELATIVE TO THE SOCIAL FunctTions.—Not 
only, however, are the virtues relative to different times and 
different social conditions: they are also relative to the 
functions that different individuals have to fulfil in society. 
Here again it is true that the differences are not so great 
as one is apt to think. We are apt to say that a poor 
man cannot exercise the virtue of liberality; and that a 
man who is rich and prosperous has little need for the virtue 
of patience. This is to a large extent true; yet the habit 
of mind which with a rich man leads to liberality may 
equally well be present, and is equally admirable, in one 
who is poor. And the same applies to other qualities. 
Still, it remains on the whole true that the virtues which 
we respect and admire in a man are not quite the same as 
those of a woman; that those of the rich are not quite 
the same as those of the poor; those of an old man not 
quite the same as those of a young man; those of a parent 
not quite the same as those of a child; those of a man in 
health not quite the same as those of one who is sick; those 
of a commercial man not quite the same as those of a man 
of science ; and so in othercases. In describing the virtues, 
therefore, we must either go somewhat minutely into the 
consideration of different circumstances of life, and of the 
qualities that are most desirable under these varying con- 
ditions; or else we must confine ourselves to statements 
that are very general and vague. ‘The limits of space and 
the difficulties of the subject both lead us to adopt the latter 
alternative. 

§5. THE Nature or Virtur.—The virtues, as was 
admirably pointed out by Aristotle, are habits of deliberate 
choice. To be virtuous means to have a character so 
developed that we habitually choose to act in the right way. 
Now as the right action nearly always stands between two 
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possible bad actions—one erring by excess and the other 
by defect—Aristotle considered! that virtue consists essen- 
tially in a habit of choosing the mean. He well added, 
however, that it is the choice of the relative mean—z. e. 
of the particular intermediate course which is appropriate 
to the particular individual in question, and to the par- 
ticular circumstances in which he is placed. That mean 
must be determined in each case by a consideration of its 
conduciveness to the general development of social life. 
To hit upon it rightly is often a problem for individual tact 
and insight; but a study of the greatest examples in human 
history is in many cases a valuable aid in deciding on the 
most fitting conduct in a given case. 

§ 6. THE CARDINAL ViRTUES.—From the earliest periods 
of ethical speculation, attempts have been made to enumerate 
the various forms of virtues. The most celebrated of these 
lists are those given by Plato and Aristotle. The former 
seems to have been current among Greek moralists even 
before the time of Plato. It has at least the merit of sim- 
plicity, containing only four cardinal virtues—Wisdom (or 
Prudence), Courage (or Fortitude), Temperance (or Self- 
Restraint), and Justice (or Righteousness). This classifica- 
tion, however, simple as it appears, was soon found to give 
rise to considerable difficulties. It began to be perceived, 
for instance, that in a certain sense the first of the virtues 
includes all the others; for every virtuous activity consists 
in acting wisely in some particular relationship. Again, 
Justice (or Righteousness) seems to be made somewhat too 
comprehensive in its meaning when it is used to include (as, 
on this acceptation, it must) all the social virtues, Per- 
ceiving these and other defects in the catalogue of the 


1 Fthics, Book II., chaps. vi.—ix. Cf. Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, 
P. 59. 
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virtues, Aristotle was led to a considerable expansion of the 
list.1 But his expansion had so constant a reference to the 
virtues that were expected of an Athenian citizen that its 
direct interest for modern life is comparatively slight. And 
it would perhaps be somewhat futile to attempt to draw up 
any similar catalogue specially adapted for modern times, 
with their complicated problems and varied relationships.? 
Nevertheless, a few suggestions towards such a catalogue 


may be found useful. 
We may note, to begin with, the distinction which is 


commonly drawn between self-regarding virtues and those 
that are altruistic, or have reference to the good of others. 
This distinction is apt to be misleading. The individual has 
no life of his own independent of his social relations ; and 
any virtue which has reference to the good of the individual, 
must have reference also to social well-being. ‘This fact, 
however, need not prevent us from distinguishing between 


1 Tt might be held, however, that Plato and Aristotle were in reality 
engaged on distinct problems. Plato sought to give an account of the 
Cardinal Virtues—z.e. the general elements involved in a@// virtuous 
activities ; whereas Aristotle sought to give a list of special virtues, 
exhibited not in all virtuous activities, but in particular kinds of virtuous 
activity. But this view seems to me to be scarcely tenable. The dis- 
tinction here referred to is clearly drawn by Prof. Dewey in his Ozt- 
lines of Ethics, p. 230. I am doubtful, however, whether his interpreta- 
tion of the term ‘‘cardinal virtue” is sanctioned by the best usage. 
He means those general characteristics of a virtuous attitude, such as 
purity of heart, disinterestedness, conscientiousness, and the like, which 
belong to the very essence of virtue as such. The relation of such 
qualities of the ‘‘inner life” to the virtues proper is partly dealt with 
in the next chapter. For the origin of the phrase ‘‘ cardinal virtue,” 
see Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, p. 133. Cf Rickaby’s Moral 
Philosophy, p. 84. 

? An interesting list has been drawn up, in the form of a table, by 
Mr. Muirhead, in his Elements of Ethics, p. 186. Some suggestive 
remarks on the particular virtues required in modern life will be found 
in Adler’s Moral Instruction of Children, Lectures XI. —XV. 
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the life of an individual and the wider world to which it is 
related ; and some virtues may be said to bear specially on 
the former, while others bear more particularly on the latter. 
It may be convenient to look at these two classes of virtues 
separately. 

(2) Taking the four Platonic virtues as a convenient 
starting-point, it is evident that courage and temperance 
are the two that bear specially! on the life of the indi- 
vidual. If we understand courage (or fortitude) in the wide 
sense of resistance to the fear of pain, and temperance in 
the equally wide sense of resistance to the allurements of 
pleasure, these two virtues will include all forms of oppo- 
sition to temptation in the individual life. Temptation 
appears either in the form of some pain to be avoided or 
some pleasure to be secured; and he who is proof against 
these will lead a steadfast life along the lines that he has 
chosen. It is evident, however, that a man may be coura- 
geous and temperate in the conduct of his life, and yet be 
living foolishly. A wise choice of the line to be pursued is 
a necessary preliminary. If we understand the Platonic 
virtue of wisdom (or prudence) in this sense, we shall have 
in a manner a complete list of the virtues required for 
the conduct of the individual life. But it is evident that 
each of these virtues must be understood in such a sense 
as to comprehend under it a great variety of qualities 
not always found together in the same individual. Thus 
wisdom would require to be understood as including care, 
foresight, prudence, and also a certain decisiveness of 
choice. Courage, again, would include both valour and 
fortitude, z.¢. both the active courage which pursues its 


1 Wisdom, as we shall see immediately, is also directly concerned in 
the guidance of the individual life, But it applies equally to our social 
relationships. 


220 ETHICS. (CH XIt 


course in spite of the probability of pain, and the passive 
courage which bears inevitable suffering without flinching.! 
But these are not the same virtues, and are indeed perhaps 
not often found together in any high degree. Again, 
courage would have to be understood as including persever- 
ance ; and this seems a somewhat unnatural extension of 
its meaning; just as it is somewhat unnatural to include 
decision under wisdom. Perhaps the qualities of decision, 
diligence, and perseverance would come most naturally 
under a separate heading by themselves. These qualities 
are concerned not so much with the resistance to the 
solicitations of pleasure and pain, as with the resistance to 
the natural inertia of human nature. The Christian virtues 
of faith and hope are closely connected with valour and 
fortitude, in so far as they supply the latter virtues with an 
inner ground. A confident and cheerful view of life seems 
to be presupposed in the highest forms of courage. With 
reference to temperance, again, this virtue would require to 
be understood as including the resistance to all kinds of 
solicitation from pleasures, whether sensual or intellectual, 
in so far as these tend to interfere with the conduct of life 
along the lines that have been chosen. Broadly speaking, 
then, we should be led in this way to recognize four distinct 


1 Mrs. Bryant (Zducational Ends, pp. 71-2) regards fortitude as a 
higher virtue than the more active courage which goes to meet danger ; 
because the former bears actual pain, the latter only the fear of pain. 
This is so far true. Courage is a blinder virtue than fortitude. The 
courageous man sets pain aside and forgets it, whereas the man who 
shows fortitude is one who endures an actually present pain which cannot 
be set aside. But on the other hand courage is a more active and 
voluntary virtue than fortitude. It not merely endures pain, but goes 
to meet it in the fulfilment of a purpose. In this respect courage seems 
to be the higher virtue of the two. 

2 Browning’s portraiture of Hercules in Balaustion’s Adventure well 
illustrates the qualities involved in the highest forms of active courage, 
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classes of virtues as bearing directly on the conduct of the 
individual life—wisdom in the choice of its general course, 
decisiveness in pursuing it, courage and temperance in 
resisting the solicitations of pain and pleasure.! 

(6) The virtues that relate to the individual’s dealings 
with his fellow-men are perhaps best summed up under the 
head of justice. At the same time, this term, as commonly 
understood, is much too narrow to include all the virtues 
that arise in such relationships. It must be understood, for 
instance, to include not merely the fulfilment of contracts, 
and the performance of every duty required by the laws, 
express or understood, of the community to which one 
belongs, but also perfect honesty and fidelity in all one’s 
relationships with others. Mr. Ruskin has taught us to look 
for honesty even in modes of artistic expression ; and this 
kind of honesty, as well as others,? must be included in our 
idea of justice, if that idea is to be made to comprehend all 
the virtues connected with our social obligations, Further, 


1 Mr, Muirhead remarks (Z/ements of Ethics, p. 183) that the virtues 
of courage and temperance involve one another. ‘‘In order to be 
temperate a man must be courageous: in order to be able to resist the 
allurements of pleasure he must be willing to endure the pain that 
resistance involves, Similarly, in order to be courageous, he must be 
temperate.” But this is perhaps a needless subtlety. The man who 
temperately abstains from a bottle of wine must no doubt be courageous 
enough to face the difficulties and dangers involved in going without it. 
But does not this mean simply that temperance is a kind of negative 
courage? And does not the distinction between positive and negative 
still remain ? 

2 Other instances of honesty, going beyond mere truthfulness, might 
easily be given. Thus the student who ‘‘crams” for an examination 
may be said to be dishonest, because his knowledge is not genuine. 
Again, what Mr. Bosanquet calls (History of isthetic, p. xiii) ‘‘the 
scholar’s golden rule—never to quote from a book that he has not read 
from cover to cover,” is a good instance of the extension of the idea of 


honesty. 
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the Christian ideal of life has taught us to expect something 
beyond the mere satisfaction of obligations in our dealings 
with our fellow-men; and indeed more than this was ex- 
pected even by the moral consciousness of the Greeks. We 
commonly say that generosity 1s expected as well as justice ; 
and in Christian communities love also is required. Ina 
sense, however, we may say that all this ought to be in- 
cluded in our idea of justice! For it is part of what is due 
from one individual to another that the latter should be 
treated not as a mere thing to which certain specifiable 
obligations are owed, but as a person, an absolute end, with 
infinite claims. It is true that as a general rule such ideal 
relationships are only partly attainable ; but the thoroughly 
just man will endeavour to realize them as far as possible, 
and will be glad when the external relationships of mere 
contract can be transmuted into the relationships of friend- 
ship or Christian love.? Hence also such ideas as those 
of courtesy, and even of a certain cheerfulness and good 
humour in social intercourse; such efforts as that of being, 
as far as possible, all things to all men, of avoiding all 
appearance of evil, of abstaining from that which is lawful 
when it 1s not expedient, and in general all the chivalries 
of the Christian gentleman, are not foreign to the conception 
of justice. They are part of what we owe to one another as 
persons and as absolute ends. 

We see, then, that, by giving a broad interpretation to 
each of the terms used, we may accept the old Greek clas- 
sification of the virtues with but slight modifications. The 
only positive addition that we have to make is the recogni- 

1 Thus, generosity, as Mr. Muirhead says, ‘‘is only justice adequately 
conceived” (Llements of Ethics, p. 184). 

? Here we are in agreement with Carlyle. Cf above, p. 184. We 


doubt only whether the abolition of contract would of itself produce 
this desirable result. Justice must on the whole precede generosity, 
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tion of a virtue of decisiveness and perseverance. Perhaps 
it was natural that the Greeks should omit this, partly be- 
cause their plan of life was more mapped out for them 
beforehand than it is with us, and partly because with their 
simpler method of life steady persistence in any particular 
line was less essential. Perhaps also the light inconstancy 
of the Athenian character, its perennial youthfulness, made 
the omission of this stern virtue easy. A Roman would 
scarcely have forgotten the idea of disciplined application :1 
an Englishman would not naturally omit decision of char- 
acter: a German would remember Daurbarkeit.2 Besides 
this, however, it must not be forgotten that we have been 
extending the meaning of the four Greek virtues to senses 
which the Greeks themselves would not have acknowledged. 
But such an expansion of the conception of duty is inevitable 
as the world advances. 

Having made this classification, however, we may at once 
add that any attempt to draw out such a list, like an attempt 
to make a list of the commandments, is of very slight im- 
portance. ‘There is essentially but one virtue (what we may, 
if we like, call practical wisdom 4), just as there is essentially 


1 The decisiveness of such a man as Ceesar, for instance (cf below, 
P- 242, mote 1), seems to be a virtue which cannot be identified either 
with wisdom, courage, or temperance. 

2 Persistence. Cf. also the peculiarly German virtue of 7veue (fidelity). 
These virtues were all somewhat foreign to the Athenian character. 

3 This was habitually done by the early Christian moralists who 
accepted the Platonic classification. See Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, 
Pp. 133- 

4 It might be urged, of course, that there is a great difference between 
what Bacon calls ‘‘ wisdom for a man’s self” and that wisdom which 
manifests itself in a just regard for others. But wisdom fora man’s self, 
in the sense of mere selfish prudence, is not virtue at all. Wise care of 
a man’s own interests, in the sense in which that is a virtue, is precisely 
the same quality as that which leads, when extended, toa wise care of the 
interests of others. The only difference lies in the extension of our universe, 
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but one commandment. The particular virtues, like the 
particular commandments, are only special forms in which 
the right attitude of mind manifests itself. The effort to 
make a list of these forms is almost frivolous. I have 
thought it worth while to say so much as I have done on 
the subject, only in order to make it clear what such an 
effort would mean. Perhaps the best way of regarding the 
virtues is to treat them as those forms of character that are 
implied in the fulfilment of the duties or commandments ; 
while those duties or commandments, again, depend on the 
elements involved in the social unity. 

§ 7. EDUCATION OF CHARACTER.—Having ascertained 
what are the types of character to which we wish to 
approximate, we have next to inquire into the means by 
which these types are to be developed. Here, however, it 
would be necessary to trespass on the province of Psycho- 
logy, and especially on that part of Psychology which is 
concerned with the theory of Education. This subject is 
still in a somewhat undeveloped state; and there are 
only one or two remarks that seem to have any practical 
value for our present purpose. It is scarcely necessary 
to refer to what every moralist has noticed, the influence 
of example in the development of character. “As iron 
sharpeneth steel, so a man sharpeneth the countenance of 
his friend.” Care in the choice of friends, therefore, and 
above all in the choice of books, the friends of one’s solitude, 


1 Reference may, however, be made to Herbart’s Scvence of Education. 
Some good points will be found also in Guyau’s Education and 
Heredity, Fouillée’s L’ Enseignement au Point de Vue National, Mrs. 
Bryant’s Educational Ends, Rosenkranz’s Philosophy of Education, and 
Dr. Adler’s Moral Instruction of Children. Uerbart’s chief point is 
that the great work of education is to extend the ‘‘circle of thought.” 
By a ‘circle of thought ” he means very nearly what has been described 
in this handbook as.a ‘‘ universe.” 
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is one of the most important points for this purpose. Still 
more important perhaps is the influence that comes from 
connecting oneself with some organization that has a certain 
completeness in itself. Schiller said that a man must either 
be a whole in himself or else join himself on to a whole. 
To this Mr. Bradley has added,! “‘ You cannot be a whole, 
unless you join a whole.” Complete development of char- 
acter can be attained only by devoting ourselves to some 
large end, in co-operation with others. Such an attachment 
comes to different men in different ways. Some find it in 
the pursuit of science, others in particular practical interests, 
others in the political life of the State, others in poetry or 
religion. It matters little what the form may be; but unless 
a man has, in some form, a broad human interest which lifts 
him out of himself, his life remains a fragment, and the 
virtues have no soil to growin. ‘The first requisite, then, 
for the development of the virtues, is to unite ourselves with 
others in the pursuit of some end or ideal. In the second 
place, we may observe that a certain amount of ascetic 
discipline is sometimes found valuable. As Aristotle put 
it,2 when a man’s character has been twisted in one direc- 
tion, it may be straightened by bending it in the other. 
Also, even apart from this, a certain check to the gratifica- 
tion of our natural propensities helps to waken up the will :3 


1 Ethical Studies, p. 72. Mr. Bradley attributes the saying to Goethe. 

2 Ethics, Il. ix. 5. 

3 Cf James’s Principles of Psychology, vol. i., p. 126. Prof. James 
lays down the maxim: ‘Keep the faculty of effort alive in you by a 
little gratuitous exercise every day.” He adds, ‘‘Be systematically 
ascetic or heroic in little unnecessary points ; do every day or two some- 
thing for no other reason than that you would rather not do it.” I 
venture to doubt the wisdom of this, A man who is living with serious 
ends in view will, I think, always find sufficient occasions for ascetic 
discipline— 

M. E, R 
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it prevents us from living on by rote, and thus serves as a 
stimulus to the development of character; so that, like 
Rabbi Ben Ezra, we may 

“welcome each rebuff 


That turns earth’s smoothness rough, 
Each sting that bids nor sit nor stand but go.” 


It is best, however, when such a rebuff comes to us in 
the ordinary course of nature. When it is consciously ad- 
ministered, it is apt to involve too much attention to our 
own inner development, which almost always leads to the 
production of a morbid habit of mind! On the whole, it is 
generally better to escape from our defects, not by thinking 
about them and trying to elude them, but by fixing our 
attention on the opposite excellences. Dr. Chalmers used 
to speak of “ the expulsive power of a new affection” ;? and 
it certainly seems a more effectual method as a rule to expel 
our evil propensities by developing good ones rather than 
by seeking directly to crush the evil ones. At the same 
time, it must be allowed that it is seldom possible to develop 
the moral life, like a flower, by a simple process of steady 
growth. Usually a certain amount of attention to the inner 


*“ Room to deny himself, a road 
To bring him daily nearer God”— 


without artificially seeking them out (except perhaps in the way indi- 
cated by Aristotle). See the whole passage from James quoted in 
Muirhead’s Llements of Ethics, p. 118, note. Cf. also Miss Gilliland’s 
Essay on ‘Pleasure and Pain in Education” in the Jyternational 
Journal of Ethics, vol, ii., No. 3 (April, 1892), pp. 303-4. 

1 Cf below, p. 229, note. 

2 So also Mrs. Humphry Ward says in Robert Elsmere: ‘+ This, 
indeed, is the only way in which opinion is ever really altered—by the 
substitution of one mental picture for another’’ ; and again: ‘‘ An idea 
cannot be killed from without—it can only be supplanted, transformed, 
by another idea, and that one of equal virtue and magic.” 


§ 7.] THE VIRTUES. 227 


life is necessary ; and often a man has to pass through crises, 
such as used to be called, in religious language, conversion 
or new birth, in which the attention is turned inwards, and 
the man is occupied, as it were, in feeling his own pulse 
and fingering the motives of his conduct. This is an attitude 
from which we ought to escape as rapidly as possible ; but 
it is so characteristic a feature in the development of the 
moral life that it seems worth while to devote a separate 
chapter to the consideration of it—the more so, as it will 
lead us to a further study of what may be called the inner 
side of virtue.t 


1 With reference to moral education, it may be noted here that a 
certain confusion is frequently fallen into between the culture of the 
moral nature and the acquisition of knowledge about morals. The 
former is all-important: the latter frequently leads to nothing more 
than that form of spiritual pride which is vulgarly known as “‘ priggish- 
ness.” In the former sense, @// real education is moral education. It 
is in this sense that Herbart says (Sccence of Education, p. 57), ‘‘ The 
one and the whole work of education may be summed up in the concept 
—Morality.” In the latter sense, on the other hand, a moral education 
would generally be a bad education, leading to nothing but self-conscious 
introspection. Cf the important distinction between ‘“‘moral ideas” 
and ‘‘ideas about morality” drawn by Mr. Bosanquet in his article on 
‘The Communication of Moral Ideas” in the Zyternational Journal of 
Ethics, Vol. I., No. 1 (Oct. 1890), p 86. See also Miss Gilliland, 


loc. cit., pp. 294-5. 


CHAPTER XIII. 
THE INNER LIFE. 


‘I pray not that thou shouldest take them out of the world, but that 
thou shouldest keep them from the evil.” —JEsus. 


§1. Tus Hicuer INnpDIvipuaLism.—While it is true that 
the life of the individual is relative throughout to the social 
unity to which he belongs, it is none the less true that it 
is in the personality of individuals that the social unity is 
realized. Consequently, though it is an error to think of 
an individual as having a life of his own independent of 
society, it is not an error to think of the individual life 
(realized within a social unity) as an absolute and supreme 
end in itself. Hence the efforts of such a man as Goethe 
after the highest culture of his individual nature are not 
to be classed (as shallow critics have sometimes classed 
them) with the strivings of egoism. The development of 
such a personality is at once a good in itself and a benefit 
to the whole of humanity. Nor is this less true, though 
the benefit is smaller, in the case of less comprehensive and 
significant personalities. What Mr. Ruskin calls “the 
manufacture of souls”! is the greatest of all industries. 
This is a kind of work, however, in which men ‘are apt to 
be unsuccessful in proportion as they consciously set them- 

1 Cf. Walt Whitman’s question, ‘Do they turn out men down your 


way?” quoted by Dr. Adler in his Moral Instruction of Children, 
p. 270, 
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selves to it. Cresctt occulto velut arbor evo, is in some 
measure true of most great characters. Even Goethe seems 
to have been somewhat injured by his too deliberate self- 
culture. ‘The unconscious,” says Carlyle, ‘‘is alone com- 
plete”; the reason being that a perfect character is one 
that is objective, that loses itself in the world with which 
it deais, one that knows much and loves much, not one 
that is much occupied in the contemplation of itself.1 Still, 
this objective point of view is capable of being cultivated, 
and the cultivation of it involves a certain amount of self- 
study. Some points in connection with this may now be 
noted. 

§ 2. ConverRsIon.—The religious experience known as 
conversion seems to be a normal fact in our moral de- 
velopment. Recurring to the mode of expression which 
we have so frequently made use of, we may say that this 
phenomenon occurs when a man is made aware of a higher 
universe than that within which he is living, and at the 
same time becomes conscious that that higher universe is 
one within which he ought to live. Such an experience 
occurs in its intensest form only when the higher universe 
that is presented to us is recognized as the highest of all— 
z.é. it occurs mainly in the religious life. But even apart 
from this, there is frequently a crisis in the moral life, in 
which we pass from some lower universe to a higher. The 
moment, for instance, at which a man decides to devote 


1 There is, in fact, what we may call a Paradox of Duty, analogous to 
the Paradox of Pleasure referred to above (pp. 92-3). Just as, in order 
to get pleasure, a man must interest himself rather in particular objects 
than in his own personal feelings ; so, in order to act rightly, a man 
must interest himself in some object that is to be accomplished rather 
than in his own attitude in accomplishing it. Even the wealth of our 
inner life depends rather on the width of our objective interests than on 
the intensity of our self-contemplation. 
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himself to poetry, or art, or science, or philosophy, or the 
time at which he hears of the death of a friend, or loses or 
gains a fortune, or goes to college, or falls in love, will often 
be such a period. Life takes on a new aspect; and the 
mind turns in criticism upon the life that is past. In the 
case of the religious life, there is often a violent reaction 
against the past, a condemnation of its acts and even of its 
ideals, repentance and remorse. In less extreme cases 
there is only a certain shame for the low level of our former 
existence, accompanied frequently by contempt for those 
who remain at it, together with a fixed determination to 
follow higher things in the future. At such times a man is 
intensely conscious of himself. He perhaps keeps a diary 
to record his inner feelings. He withdraws probably in 
some degree from general intercourse with the world, and 
becomes somewhat cynical in his estimate of it.1 He 
thinks he has discovered a new world which no one has 
ever explored before him. It is at such times especially 
that the inner life becomes prominent. 

§ 3. CONSCIENTIOUSNESS.—Apart, however, from any such 
special periods as this, one who is careful about his moral 
conduct frequently finds himself called upon to reflect upon 
his inner life, in the way of inquiry whether his conduct 
conforms to his highest ideals. Carlyle has commended 2 
times of action in contrast with times of reflection ; but in 
the practical moral life it is impossible to keep the two long 
asunder. After action we must reflect upon our activities 
and criticize them, with a view to improving upon them in 
the future. Now in so far as we merely consider our overt 
acts, this involves no entrance into the inner life. But a 
man who is careful about his conduct will generally reflect 


1 See Carlyle’s Sartor Resartus, for instance. 
2 Especially in his Essay on ‘* Characteristics.” 
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not merely upon his actual conduct, but upon the motives 
by which he was led to it.! The habit of reflecting upon 
them has been called by Green conscientiousness.? It is 
doubtful whether this is a quite correct use of that term.? 
Conscientiousness seems properly to mean simply extreme 
care with regard to our external conduct. But, for lack of 
a better word, we may employ the term here in Green’s 
sense. “A man may ask himself,” Green says, ‘Was I, 
in doing so and so, acting as a good man should, with 
a pure heart, with a will set on the objects on which it 
should be set ?—or again, Shall I, in doing so and so, be 
acting as a good man should, goodness being understood 
in the same sense?” This question is somewhat different 
from the question whether one’s action has in itself been 
right. It is rather the question whether I, in doing an 
action in itself right,t was occupying a right attitude, or 
whether I did it from a wrong motive.® If a man is much 


1 As a rule, we do not do this. Although, as already remarked 
(above, p. 43), the moral judgment is passed ona Person doing, not ona 
thing done, yet the interest of the agent is normally centred ina thing 
to be done, not in himself as doing it. Cf also p. 229, zote. 

2 Prolegomena to Ethics, pp. 269—271, and 323—327. 

3 See Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, p. 202. 

4 7. e. right as an overt act. A man, in acting, is primarily interested 
in the question, whether he is bringing about a desirable result. In 
judging his action, as we have already remarked (above, p. 44), we take 
account of the motive by which he is led to bring about this result. 
But the man himself, in acting, does not normally think of this. He 
simply sees the thing to be done and does it. 

5 I suspect that when men inquire into their motives in this way, 
they are frequently using the term ‘‘ motive” in the more inaccurate 
sense formerly referred to (above, p. 37). They are thinking of the 

feelings that accompany their actions rather than of the ends that ¢nduce 
them to perform these actions. But even in the stricter acceptation of 
the term, the inquiry into the purity of our motives is not irrelevant. 
See below, p. 232, ote 2, and p. 241, noe I. 
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occupied with such a question as this, it is generally a sign 
either of a morbid state of mind or of the fact that one has 
not found his true vocation in life; for when a man has 
found his work and is doing it, he has little time left for such 
inquiries.1_ Moreover, if a man’s mind is honest and clear, 
he can generally answer the question at once, without any 
elaborate investigation. Consequently, when a man enters 
upon such inquiries, they have seldom reference to any 
single action that he has performed, but rather to his general 
attitude in life. 

§ 4. SeLtr-ExAmMINnaTIon.—Such self-examination is often 
a direct result of a new awakening to a sense of the moral 
imperative such as we have already described as conversion ; 
but it may be carried on by men periodically, without any 
such reawakening. A man may ask himself whether his 
life is being lived on that level which answers to his ideal 
of what life should be. In asking this, he will generally 
mean partly to ask whether his actions, viewed as external 
facts, are exactly such as they ought to be—whether he has 
actually accomplished what was required of him in the 
given situation; and this is a question with regard to 
overt fact. But frequently he will mean more than this. 
He will frequently wish to ascertain whether the general 
principles of his conduct are right, whether he habitually 
acts in the best spirit as well as in the best manner— 
whether, for instance, he is perfectly disinterested in his 
conduct.?, No doubt such an inquiry, as well as an inquiry 


1 Cf. Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, p. 201. 

* It is in such inquiries that we become aware of what may be called 
the inner side of the virtues. The qualities involved in this inner side 
of virtue—purity of heart and the like—seem to be what Prof. Dewey 
understands by the ‘‘ Cardinal Virtues.” See above, p. 218, zofe 1. It 
is probably true, as Green insists, that the inner and outer side of virtuous 
action are in the long run exactly proportioned to one another. ‘ There 
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into the spirit in which particular actions have been done, 
is often an evidence of a morbid habit of mind. A man’s 
interests ought for the most part to be concentrated in the 
objects which he is seeking to accomplish rather than in 
his own inner state.1 And even if one wishes to view his 
acts with reference to the spirit in which they are done, it 
will generally be best to do this by studying some ideal type 
of the moral life, and endeavouring to follow in his path, 
rather than by a direct contemplation of one’s own impulses 
and motives. The latter course has nearly always a tendency 
to paralyze action and promote egoism. Still, there are 
times when the study of one’s own motives in particular 
actions is beneficial, and also times at which it is desirable 
to take a survey of one’s general attitude in life. This is a 
part of self-knowledge; and though, as Carlyle says, the 
motto Anow thyself is an impossible one to carry out with 
any completeness, yet it is important to make a certain 
approximation to the carrying of it out. One reason of this 
is, that it is not always possible in our actions to go fully 
into the reasons of what we do. We often require to let 
ourselves go, relying on the intuitions that have been acquired 
in the course of our lives. On such occasions it is important 
that we should know how far we can trust ourselves to go. 
For this purpose it is necessary to have an insight into the 
nature of our “besetting sins,” and these cannot always be 


is no real reason to doubt,” says Green (Prolegomena to Ethics, Book 
IV., chap. i., § 295), “‘that the good or evil in the motive of an action 
is exactly measured by the good or evil in its consequences, as rightly 
estimated.” But he admits that this correspondence would be fully 
apparent only to omniscience. vr ws, a certain act may be evidently 
the right one in a given situation (e. g. the killing of a tyrant, the 
passing of an Act of Parliament, the relief of a destitute widow, 
etc.), even if we do not know what motive has led to its being done. 
1 Cf above, p. 229, note. 
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discovered from our overt acts. There are few, however, 
who carry this kind of self-knowledge very far. ‘The heart 
is deceitful,” and even those who observe it most carefully 
are apt to miss some secret chambers. The advice of an 
intimate friend will often help one more than self-observ- 
ation ; and even self-observation is generally more successful 
in the form of a study of our acts and habits than in that 
of a study of our secret motives. 

§ 5. Tue Stupy or THE IpEAL.—TI have already remarked 
that it is usually a more profitable way of developing the 
inner life rather to fix our attention on some external type 
than to attend to our own motives. Such types have 
frequently been selected and set up for the imitation of 
whole nations and peoples—e. g. Buddha, Jesus, Socrates, 
and the various Roman Catholic saints. And, on a smaller 
scale, we have innumerable biographies of heroes held up 
as examples not only of right action, but of a right attitude 
of mind and heart. Novelists also and poets have created 
for us imaginary types to serve the same end.! Indeed, 
this may be said to be the end of all. poetry, in so far as 
poetry has an end at all. It is a “criticism of life,” inas- 
much as it presents to us higher ideals of what life might 
be and ought to be—and that chiefly on its inner side.? 

§ 6. THe Monastic Lire.—The importance of the study 
of the inner life, whether by direct self-examination, or by 
the contemplation of ideal patterns, has at certain times been 
so keenly felt that men have set themselves apart, like the 

1 On the moral and eesthetic significance of ‘‘types,” the student 
may be referred to Stephen’s Sczence of Ethics, pp. 74—76.° Reference 
may also be made to Bacon’s De Augmentis, Book VIL., chap. iii. 

2 Cf the famous passage in Goethe’s Wilhelm Meister, Book TELS 
chap. il., ending, “‘ Who but the poet was it that first formed gods for 


us; that exalted us to them, and brought them down to us.” See 
also below, chap. xvi. 
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Eastern mystics or the monastic orders of Catholic Christi- 
anity, for the express purpose of making this their study. 
We must regard this, in general, as an undesirable form of 
the Division of Labour. It had a certain justification in 
lawless times, when most men were so much occupied with 
violent action that they had no time for reflection. In such 
times men who led a contemplative life had the task of 
acting as the inner life for the whole community to which 
they belonged. And perhaps in some Oriental countries the 
nature of the climate renders it difficult to carry on the 
active and the contemplative life together! The existence 
of a monastic order has in fact somewhat the same justifica- 
tion as the setting apart of a special day for religious worship. 
But just as, when the Sabbath is too rigidly divided from 
the rest of the week, it tends to become a mere ceremonial 
observance, with little reference to actual practice, so when 
the priestly or monastic order is too rigidly divided from the 
rest of the community, the inner life comes to be regarded 
as their special province, with which the rest of mankind 
have no concern.?. This has a pernicious effect on general 

1 See Marshall’s Principles of Economtics, p. 12. 

2 Cf. the amusing account, in Milton’s Aveopagitica, § 55, of the 
man whose religion has become ‘‘a dividual movable”: ‘‘ A wealthy 
man. . . finds religion to be a traffic so entangled, and of so many 
piddling accounts, that . .. he cannot skill to keep a stock going 
upon that trade. . . . What does he therefore, but resolves to give over 
toiling, and to find himself out some factor, to whose care and credit 
he may commit the whole managing of his religious affairs; some 
divine of note and estimation that must be. To him he adheres, 
resigns the whole warehouse of his religion, with all the locks and 
keys, into his custody ; and indeed makes the very person of that man 
his religion. . . . His religion comes home at night, prays, is liberally 
supped, and sumptuously laid to sleep ; rises, is saluted, and after the 
malmsey, or some well-spiced bruage . . . his religion walks abroad 
at eight, and leaves his kind entertainer in the shop trading all day 
without his religion.” 
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morals, and ultimately on the morals of the monastic order 
itself. No order of men can confine their attention ex- 
clusively to the inner side of life; and the pretence of doing 
so turns rapidly into cant and hypocrisy. Just as it is 
desirable that secular interests should not be entirely for- 
gotten on Sunday, nor the religious spirit throughout the 
remainder of the week, so it is desirable as a general rule 
that ‘“‘all the Lord’s people should be prophets,” or at any 
rate that prophets should retain sufficient contact with the 
world to enable men of the world to catch something of the 
spirit of the prophets. 

§ 7. BEAUTIFUL SouLs.—Apart, however, from the exist- 
ence of any special order for the cultivation of the inner 
life, we occasionally find individuals who set themselves 
apart for this purpose. It has been customary to describe 
these as “beautiful souls” (schone Seelen) ; and Goethe has 
given a striking account of one in his Wilhelm Meister) 
They are usually people who have been prevented in 
some way from taking part in the active affairs of life. 
The lives of such individuals have often a singular charm, 
and the good effects of their influence are sometimes felt 
over a wide circle; but this is especially the case when 
they do not entirely withdraw themselves from contact with 
active life. If they do this, their contemplation is apt to 
become emptied of all real content; their fine feelings turn 
into hysterical dreaming ; and it is well if they do not end 
in madness. 

§ 8. AsceTicisM.—The development of the study of the 
inner life is generally accompanied by a contempt for 
pleasure. This sometimes goes so far, as in the case of the 

1 Carlyle erroneously translated schéne Seele *‘fair Saint.” Forsome 


very suggestive remarks on the attitude of the ‘‘ beautiful soul,” see 
Caird’s Hegel, pp. 28—31. 
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Indian mystics and the Medieval monks, as to lead to the 
positive infliction of torture. The ostensible reason for this 
is frequently the idea that torture is pleasing to the gods; but 
the fundamental reason seems to lie in the desire of suppress- 
ing the flesh and its lusts. This is of course in some degree 
an essential of the moral life in any form; but asceticism 
seems to commit the error of turning the means into an end. 
It is important to repress our lower desires, in order that we 
may be able to devote ourselves, without let or impediment, 
to the highest ends of life. But the ascetic regards the 
suppression of desire as the end in itself. And the effort 
thus to suppress all natural desire frequently defeats its own 
aim. It concentrates attention on the objects of desire, 
and in a sense makes a man the slave of his desires as truly 
as in the case of him who yields to them. The best way 
to free ourselves from our lower desires is, as we have 
already indicated,! to interest ourselves in something better. 
It is only into a mind swept and garnished that the devils 
can enter: when it is well furnished and occupied they can 
find no room. 

§ 9. THE CONTEMPLATIVE LiFE.—The study of the inner 
life is, in truth, but a part of the general life of speculation 
as distinguished from action. ‘The distinction between the 
active and the contemplative life has impressed men in all 
ages; and different thinkers have attached importance to 
the one or the other. Aristotle placed the contemplative 
life (meaning by that the pursuit of scientific and philosophic 
truth) above the practical life in which the ordinary social 
virtues are exercised.? It is essentially the same point of view? 


1 See above, p. 226. 

2 Ethics, Book X., chaps. vii. and viii. 

3 Except (a very important qualification) that Aristotle regarded the 
active life of social duty as an indispensable preparation for the higher 
life of thought. 
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that we find among many Eastern mystics and Medizval 
saints, and, in more modern times, in such men as Words- 
worth, who withdraw from the struggle of ordinary labours 
and find a higher life and a serener wisdom in the con- 
templation of nature. Wordsworth says of nature that, 


‘¢ She has a world of ready wealth 
The mind and heart to bless, 
Spontaneous wisdom breathed by health, 
Truth breathed by cheerfulness” ; 


and the same thought finds utterance, in more homely 
fashion, from Walt Whitman, when he says, “I loaf and 
invite my soul.” Ruskin also has sung the praises of rest 
and contemplation, and William Morris has found his 
earthly paradise in ‘a century of rest,” in which the turmoil 
of modern civilization shall have been appeased, and men 
shall find a more worthy existence in a closer walk with 
nature. Similar ideas dominate Emerson and Thoreau. 
All these seem to think that the contemplative life is 
essentially higher than the active, and that this higher life 
is to be reached simply by withdrawing from the life of 
action. On the other hand, Carlyle preached a gospel of 
labour, and was fond of quoting the words of Sophocles 
that “the end of man is an action and not a thought,” or 
the exclamation of Arnauld—“ Rest! Shall I not have all 
eternity to rest in?” This view fits in well also with the 
robust philosophy of Browning, who cannot even accept the 
orthodox view of the rest of eternity, but conceives of it as 
the most fitting address to his departing spirit— 


‘¢¢ Thrive and strive’ cry, ‘Speed! Fight on, fare ever, there 
as here !’” 


The truth seems to be that an ordinary healthy human 
existence requires both sides. There are energetic natures, 
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like Czesar or Napoleon, that seem able to go on with a 
perpetual activity, scarcely requiring rest or reflection. But 
the activity of such men is not usually the wisest or the 
most beneficial. There are others whose special mission it 
seems to be to withdraw from the world of action and bring 
messages to mankind from the inner world of feeling and 
reflection, But the wisdom of such men is apt to be 
deficient in the depth of universal applicability which a 
wider contact with life can give. The Wordsworths and 
Emersons are not equal to the Shaksperes and Goethes. 
For the majority of men, at any rate, times of action natur- 
ally alternate with times of reflection, times of creation with 
times of re-creation. In retirement we criticize the acts of 
life ; in life we criticize the ideas of retirement. Action and 
reflection are the gymnastic and music of moral culture.+ 

§ 10. RELATION OF THE INNER TO THE OUTER. LIFE.— 
Looking at it in a more speculative light, we may express 
the relation of the inner to the outer life in this way. The 
life of unreflective action takes place entirely within the 
universe with which we have identified ourselves. In the 
contemplative life we bring ourselves into relation with the 
broader universe, whether revealed in the form of the moral 
ideal within us, some ideal exemplar without us, the beauty 


1 Cf Goethe’s famous lines— 


‘Es bildet ein Talent sich in der Stille, 
Sich ein Character in dem Strom der Welt.” 
(‘A genius forms itself in solitude ; 
A character, in struggling with the world.”) 


‘‘Music” and ‘‘Gymnastic” were the names of the two elements in 
Greek education—‘“‘ Music,” of course, including what we call ‘‘ polite 
literature”? and agood deal more. Plato points out in his Republic (Book 
Ill.) that both these elements are required for the development of 
character. See Nettleship’s admirable essay on ‘‘The Theory of 
Education in Plato’s Republic” (Hellenica, pp. 67—180). 


240 ETHICS. [CH. XIII. 


and suggestiveness of nature, the discovery of scientific 
law, or in any other shape. Now, since the life of al! of us 
involves progress, or, at the very lowest, readjustment to 
new conditions, it is impossible that it should be carried on 
successfully without a periodic reference to the principles on 
which it is based. Like chronometers, we can go on for a 
time by the mere impulse of our moral springs, but if we 
are to be kept in permanent order we must readjust our- 
selves by the stars. On the other hand, it would be a poor 
chronometer which was perpetually being set, and never 
could be let go. A life of pure reflection would never 
acquire any positive content. It would have principles, but 
no facts to apply them to; yet it is by contact with such 
facts that the principles themselves grow. It is experience 
that tests them, and that sends us back again to improve 
them. ‘Best men are moulded out of faults”; for it is our 
errors of conduct that reveal to us the defects of our 
principles, and show us where they need improvement.! 
There are, then, these two sides in every healthy moral 
life. It is a mistake, on the one hand, to suppose that all 
the worth of our life lies in its outer acts. This is not even 
the only part of us that affects those with whom we come in 
contact. “Men imagine,” says Emerson, ‘‘that they communi- 
cate their virtue or vice only by overt actions, and do not 
see that virtue or vice emit a breath every moment.” Of 
course, this means in reality that the virtuous man acts a 
little differently from the vicious man even where the 
external act appears to be the same. The beauty of the 
inner life, in Aristotle’s phrase, “‘shines through.” Hence 
the importance of having the heart right. On the other hand, 
it is a mistake to suppose that we should be perpetually 


* Hence the element of truth in the popular view about the necessity 
of ‘sowing wild oats.” See below, p. 252. 
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fingering our inner motives. If we do this, we shall always 
find that they are somewhat wrong. The impulse of the 
moment can never quite rise to the dignity of the eternal 
ideal; and the more we watch it, the less likely is it so to 
rise. If we make sure that our overt action is thoroughly 
right, the right motive will soon become habitual to us;1 
and it is a man’s habitual motives that are important, not 
the motives that may happen to enter into a particular act. 

§ 11. THE Virtuous MAN AND THE WorLD.—If our life 
is to be one both of action and reflection, it must also in a 
sense be one that is both in the world and not of it. A life 
of activity cannot be one of entire withdrawal from the 
world and its ways; yet the man who guides himself by 
reflection will not simply be carried along by its currents. 
The man who is simply reflective and not active is some- 
times characterized as “over-conscientious.”2 Sometimes 


1 Tt might be thought, from what has been already said in chap. iii., 
that, if we are resolutely setting ourselves to do good actions, the motive 
of them must zecessarily be good. But this is only partly true. Ifa 
statesman devotes himself persistently to the passing of beneficial laws, 
this must be because he takes the benefit of his country as part of his 
motive. But he may also be influenced by the desire of personal fame, 
or even by that of spiting a rival. A man can seldom be quite sure 
that some such lower motives do not form part of his inducement to the 
performance of an action which he clearly sees to be in itself desirable. 
But the best practical course is evidently that of habituating ourselves to 
the performance of actions which we perceive to bedesirable. By doing 
this, we accustom ourselves to the point of view of the ‘‘ universe” within 
which the actions are good. We forget the lower universe of personal 
ambition, or of personal spite ; and, by forgetting it, we gradually cease 
to live in it. We lose ourselves in the pure interest in our objective 
end; and this is the highest motive—z. ¢. on the assumption that our 
objective end is really a desirable one, forming an element in human 
progress. 

2 See Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, p. 323, and Dewey’s Outlines of 
Ethics, p. 201. . 

M. E. s 
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this reproach is merely an indication of prejudice on the 
part of “men of the world”; but often it is a mark of a 
real want of decision of character, like that of Hamlet, or a 
want of appreciation of the limits within which our moral 
life has to be lived.! It is a man of this type who is some- 
times said to be “so good that he is good for nothing” 
(“si buon che val niente”). On the other hand, the 
commoner defect is that of living entirely within the 
universe. of the society in which we find ourselves, and 
following a multitude to do evil. The good man adapts 
himself to his environment, but tries at the same time to 
make his environment better. He does not simply try to 
keep himself “unspotted of the world,” but also to clear 
the world of spot. Such a man will in a sense be “not of 
the world.” He will live in the light of principles which 
are not fully embodied in the modes of action around him. 
But he will not withdraw into himself, and abstain from 
taking part in the activities of his world. This attitude of 
the virtuous man is beautifully depicted by Wordsworth in 
his sonnet to Milton,? in which he expresses both his 
aloofness and his readiness to serve. 


1 Froude says of Julius Cesar (Cesar, p. 339), ‘‘ His habit was to 
take facts as they were, and when satisfied that his object was just, 
to go the readiest way to it.” A very conscientious man can 
seldom bring himself to do this, and hence lacks ‘‘ force of will.” Cf 
above, pp. 82-3. Descartes was so much afraid of the indecision due 
toa reflective habit, that he thought it necessary to make it a special 
practical rule for himself, never to hesitate when once he had come to 
the conclusion that a particular line of conduct was on the whole the 
best. See his Descowrse on Method, Part III. (Veitch’s translation, p. 25). 

? Cf also Milton’s own emphatic declaration in the Aveopagitica: 
“I cannot praise a fugitive and cloistered virtue, wnexercised and un- 
breathed, that never sallies out and seeks her adversary, but slinks out 
of the race, where that immortal garland is to be run for, not without 
dust and heat.” See also Bacon’s De Augmentis, Book VII., chap. i. 
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‘*Thy soul was like a star aud dwelt apart ; 
. . And yet thy heart 
The fowl attics on herself did lay.” 

§ 12. THe Morat REFORMER.—This twofold attitude is 
perhaps best seen in the case of great moral reformers. 
Every good man, no doubt, is a moral reformer on a small 
scale; but occasionally in the history of a nation there 
arises a man who holds up new ideals of the moral life, and 
induces men in some degree to adopt them, thus advancing 
the general moral ideas of mankind. Types of such 
reformers are Buddha, Socrates, and Jesus. These are 
generally men who have a profound appreciation of the 
moral life of their peoples, and who by reflection upon it 
are led to:transcend its limitations. ‘There was no better 
Athenian citizen than Socrates, none more attached to 
his native state, none more ardent in the performance of 
civic duties, few more thoroughly at home in its customs 
and traditions. But he was more than this. He had his 
hours of reflective abstraction, in which he went beneath 
the moral traditions of his nation and examined the funda- 
mental principles on which they rested. This reflective 
examination enabled him to transcend the limitations of 
Greek morality, and to prepare the way for deeper concep- 
tions of duty. Similarly, Jesus was no ascetic or recluse. 
He “came eating and drinking,” and was familiar with the 
ideas and habits of his people, even of those that were re- 
garded as outcast and degraded. But he had also his times 
of retirement, temptations in the wilderness, and withdrawal 
to mountains. This combination of active participation 
and reflective withdrawal enabled him to sum up the 
morality of his nation, and by summing it up to set it upon 
a deeper basis, which fitted it to become the morality of the 
modern civilized world. So it is with most great moral 


1 See Zeller’s Socrates and the Socratic School, Part II., chap. v. 
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reformers, They hold, in a sense, the mirror up to their 
times and peoples. They show them clearly what is already 
stirring dimly within their own consciences. They often 
seem to proclaim something entirely new and contrary to 
the whole spirit of the age; and consequently they often 
become martyrs to their convictions, as both Socrates and 
Jesus did. And no doubt they often do, like Moses, bring 
down a new law from heaven. But the new law was nearly 
always contained implicitly in the current morality of their 
time. They only interpreted that morality more carefully 
and strictly, freed it from self-contradictions, and pressed it 
back to the fundamental principles on which it rested. 
When they do more than this, their work is seldom entirely 
beneficial. It is too much in the air, and has too little 
reference to the actual condition of things, to have much 
practical effect. Perhaps we may venture to blame our 
own great moral reformers of recent times, Carlyle and 
Ruskin, that they have made too little effort to understand 
what is best in the spirit of their times, and that their 
censures, consequently, are too much like the voice of one 
crying in the wilderness, an external accusation instead of 
an internal criticism. But even this would be only partly 
true. Carlyle and Ruskin are on the whole no exception to 
the general nature of moral reformers. Much of what is 
best in the sp:rit of the age finds in them its best expression, 
and their criticisms are to a very Jarge extent organic to the 
thing criticized. They are toa certain extent the criticism 
of the age upon itself, its condemnation by its own princi- 
ples, strictly interpreted ; and this is perhaps the only kind 
of criticism that is permanently beneficial. 

1 See Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, pp. 323—330, Muirhead’s 


Elements of Ethics, pp. 233-4, and Dewey’s Outlines of Ethics, 
pp. 189-90. 


CHAPTERS IV, 


MORAL PATHOLOGY. 


*¢ Wer nie sein Brod mit Thranen ass, 
Wer nie die kummervollen Nachte 
Auf seinem Bette weinend sass, 
Der kennt euch nicht, ihr himmlischen Machte !”? 1 
GOETHE. 


§ 1. Morat Evit.—So far we have been mainly occupied 
with the consideration of the moral life in its positive 
aspect as a development towards goodness and perfection 
of character and social activity. We must now dwell for a 
little on its more shady aspects. Man’s life is not a simple 
struggle towards virtue and holiness: it is quite as often a 
lapsing into vice and sin. This aspect we have on the 
whole neglected ; and we must now give a little consideration 
to it. 

Each man’s moral life may, as we have seen, be regarded 
as a universe in itself. This universe may be a broad one 
or a narrow one. In the case of the majority of men it is 
sufficiently narrow to exclude many human interests. This 
narrowness is a source of conflict. It causes the individual 
good to appear to be in opposition to the general good of 
humanity. There is a sense in which no one ever seeks 
anything except what he regards as good. Quidguid 


1 (‘Who never ate his bread in sorrow, 
Who never spent the darksome hours, 
Weeping and watching for the morrow, 
He knows you not, ye heavenly powers !”) 
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petitur petitur sub specie boni. Evil is not sought as evil, 
but as a good under particular circumstances.1 But the 
good sought is only the good of the universe concerned at 
the particular moment. This need not even be what the 
individual himself, taking a survey of his life, would regard 
as good for him: still less is it necessarily identical with or 
conformable to the general good. It may be the good of a 
very narrow universe—the universe of a man who is making 
no serious efforts to reach that rational point of view in 
which alone, as we have seen, true freedom is to be found; 
one who, remaining in servitude to his passions and ani- 
mal propensities, prefers ‘bondage with ease to strenuous 
liberty.” Indeed, there are even cases in which opposition 
to the general good becomes almost an end in itself; in 
which an individual is inclined to say, like Milton’s Satan, 
‘Evil, be thou my good.” Social duty presents itself as a 
continual menace to a man who has not learned to identify 
the good of society with his own; and he is thus tempted 
to take up arms against it.2 He cannot simply set it aside, 
as he can narrower goods that lie outside his own: it is 
a wider circle that includes his own, and he must either 


1 Many of the acts that we regard as vices were at one time scarcely 
vices at all. They are the virtues of a lower stage of civilization, a 
lower universe which has been superseded, but in which some men still 
linger. Thus, Mr. Alexander says (AZoral Order and Progress, p. 307): 
‘* Murder and lying and theft are a dammnosa hereditas left us from a 
time when they were legitimate institutions: when it was honourable 
to kill all but members of the clan, or to lie without scruple to gain an 
end, and when there was promiscuity of property.” Cf Dewey’s 
Outlines of Ethics, pp. 215-16. 

2 Cf Shakspere’s King Richard IIT, :— 

“¢ And therefore, since I cannot prove a lover, 
To entertain these fair well-spoken days, 
I am determined to prove a villain, 
And hate the idle pleasures of these days.” 
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identify himself with it or fight against it. This war against 
society seldom indeed presents itself in the extreme form in 
which it is depicted in Milton’s Satan or Shakspere’s Timon 
of Athens ; but on a smaller scale we see it often enough 
in the wilful mischief of children, or in the anti-social 
delight that gives its edge to scandal, 

But apart from any such war against the social good, 
even the best of men show at times “the defects of their 
qualities,” z. ¢. the limitations connected with the particular 
kind of universe in which they live; and the more definite 
that universe is, the more marked are likely to be the defects. 
Hence the shortcomings which are often noticed in men of 
strong and original characters. A weak character has no 
definite limits. It flows vaguely over the boundaries of 
many universes, without distinctly occupying any. It ex- 
cludes little, because it contains little. It takes on, like a 
chameleon, the colour of any universe with which it comes 
in contact, Such a person is not likely to offend profoundly 
against any laws of his social surroundings, He will rather 
be “faultily faultless,” drifting securely because he is making 
for nowhere, carried safely by wind and tide without any 
force of seamanship. It is to such that the proverb applies 
that ‘Fortune favours fools.” No one can find any fault 
with one who has “no character at all.”+ On the other 
hand, one who has great strength of character in some par- 
ticular direction has generally some accompanying weakness. 
His universe is a clear-cut circle, and excludes many elements 
of a complete moral life. Thus, the great poet, tenderly 
sensitive and full of high aspirations, is often deficient in 


1 ‘Nothing so true as what you once let fall, 
Most women have no characters at all.””—Popr. 
It is perhaps scarcely necessary to say that I do not mean to express 
agreement with this dicta, 
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steadiness of will and in attention to the more conventional 
rules of morals. The great reformer is apt to be incon- 
siderate of the weakness of others, and sometimes even 
unscrupulous in selecting the means to secure his purposes. 
The man who is devoted to great public achievements is 
often, like Socrates, unsuccessful in his domestic life. And 
so in many other cases. Hence in our moral judgments on 
individuals it is very necessary to consider not merely where 
they fell short, but also what they positively achieved or 
endeavoured.! A man’s sins are the shadows of his virtues ; 
and though a life of transparent goodness would cast no 
shadow, yet, so long as men fall short of this, the strongest 
virtues will often have the deepest shades. 

§ 2. Vice.—Moral defects may be regarded either from 
the inner or from the outer side—as flaws of character or 
as issuing in evil deeds. From the former point of view, 
we may describe them as vices—vice? being the term 
that corresponds to virtue, and that denotes the inner 
stain of character rather than the overt act. From the 
outer side, we may speak of them rather as sins and 
crimes. ‘The inner side is more extensive than the outer; 
for stains in the inner character may be to a large extent 
concealed, and not issue definitely in evil deeds—though 
they can scarcely fail to give a certain colour to our outer 
acts. It is chiefly Christianity that has taught us to attach 


1 Cf. Carlyle’s Essay on Burns: ‘‘Granted, the ship comes into 
harbour with shrouds and tackle damaged ; the pilot is blameworthy ; 
he has not been all-wise and all-powerful: but to know ow blame- 
worthy, tell us first whether his OLE has been round ye Globe, or 
only to Ramsgate and the Isle of Dogs.” 

? From Latin vitiwm, a defect or blemish. Sin appears to come from 
a root meaning a breach of right. The corresponding Greek word, 
apaoria, means an error, Crime is from the Latin ¢yzmen, an accusa- 
tion or judgment, 
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as much weight to the evil in the heart as to the evil in 
outer deeds! The more superficial view is to regard the 
latter as alone of importance. Such sayings as “ whoever 
looketh on a woman to lust after her, has committed 
adultery with her already in his heart,” gave a new ex- 
tension to the conception of morals. Similarly, the con- 
ception of morality was deepened when it was recognized 
that an action which is externally good may in reality be 
evil if it is not done from the highest motive. ‘ Whatever 
is not of faith is sin.”? It was from this point of view that 
some of the early Christian writers spoke of the virtues of 
the heathen as only “splendid vices.” # 

If we were to attempt to classify vices, the subdivisions of 
them would naturally correspond to those of the virtues. 
Thus, we should have vices arising from our yielding to 
pleasure, or failing to endure pain, or not being sufficiently 
wise in our choice or strenuous in our purposes. We should 
also have various vices connected with imperfections in 
our social relationships. But into the details of such a 
classification we need not here enter. 

§ 8. Siv.—Although it is true, however, that the inner side 
of an evil character is quite as important, from a moral point 


1 The term generally employed by Christian writers, however, is 
rather Sin than Vice. And thus Sin, though properly referring to an 
outer act rather than to a stain of character, has acquired the sense of 
Vice, and indeed has come to bear an even more inward meaning than 
Vice. For Vice corresponds to Virtue, and means a general habit of 
character issuing in particular bad acts; whereas Sin, as used by Chris- 
tian writers, refers more often to the inner disposition of the heart, want 
of purity in the motive, and the like. It is in this sense, for instance, 
that St. Paul speaks of ‘‘sin dwelling in him.” 

2 Cf. Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 114-115. 

3 Green, however, rightly insists that the best Greek writers were 
perfectly aware of the importance of the inner motive. See his 
Prolegomena to Ethics, Book III., chap. v., § 252; and cf below, p. 275. 
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of view, as the evil acts that flow from it, yet it must be 
remembered that there is a considerable difference between 
vice that remains in the heart and vice that issues in an evil 
deed ; just as there is a difference between virtue that remains 
mere “good intention ” and virtue that issues in deed. Mr. 
Muirhead remarks on this point!: ‘ How far the resolution 
is from the completed act has become a proverb in respect 
to good resolutions. It is not, perhaps, very creditable to 
human nature that a similar reflection with regard to bad 
resolutions does not make us more charitable to persons 
who are caught apparently on the way to a crime. Hoffding 
(Psychology, Eng. ed., p. 342) quotes a case of a woman 
who, having got into a neighbour’s garden for the purpose 
of setting fire to her house, and been taken almost in the 
act, swore solemnly in court that she knew she would not 
have perpetrated the act, but hesitated to state upon oath 
that she had abandoned her intention when she was sur- 
prised. With this we may compare the passage in Mark 
Rutherford’s story of Azriam’s Schooling, where, speaking of 
Miriam’s temptation to take her own life, he says: ‘ After- 
wards the thought that she had been close to suicide was 
for months a new terror to her. She was unaware that ¢he 
distance between us and dreadful crimes 1s much greater often 
than tt appears to be.’”* Perhaps we should say, then, not 


1 Elements of Ethics, p. 48, note. 

2 Cf. Carlyle’s French Revolution, vol. iii., Book I., chap. iv. : 
‘*From the purpose of crime to the act there is an abyss; wonderful 
to think of. The finger lies on the pistol; but the man is not yet a 
murderer : nay, his whole nature staggering at such a consummation, is 
there not a confused pause rather—one last instant of possibility for 
him?” This distinction is, indeed, generally recognized in our ordinary 
moral judgments—though perhaps it is not so much dwelt upon as the 
corresponding distinction in the case of good actions. Cf Adam 
Smith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments, Part II., sect. I1I., chap. ii, 
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merely that “ Hell is paved with good intentions,” but that 
Heaven is paved with bad ones. It should be remembered, 
however, that there is an important difference here between 
good intentions and bad intentions. Bad intentions, like 
good intentions, are often frustrated by infirmity of purpose. 
In this case the good intention is not so good as the good 
act; whereas the bad intention is on the whole worse than 
the bad act. We do not think the better of Macbeth for 
his hesitation in committing murder; and often we feel 
almost an admiration for a determined crime. On the other 
hand, if a crime is prevented by genuine moral scruples, 
which arise often just at the moment when we have the 
opportunity of actually performing the deed, the hesitation 
which then arises is partly an exculpation. Thus we 
think on the whole the better of Lady Macbeth for her 


exclamation— 
‘¢ Had he not resembled 
My father as he slept, I had done’t.” 


While, then, it is the case that a good intention is always 
inferior to the corresponding good deed,! it depends on 
circumstances whether a bad intention is or is not less evil 
than a bad deed.? 


1 Even this, no doubt, is subject to some qualification. A compara- 
tively unscrupulous man may often perform an action on the whole good, 
where a more conscientious man would hesitate. In such a case we 
should not always regard the conscientious man as blameworthy. Still, 
even here, the good intention of the conscientious man is not so good as 
his good action would have been, if only he could have brought himself 
to do it—though it may be as praiseworthy as the good action of a man 
who is more unscrupulous. 

2 Of course evil thoughts may also pass through a man’s mind without 
getting the length even of intentions. In this case they are not morally 
culpable. Cf. Milton’s Paradise Lost, Book V.— 

‘‘ Evil into the mind of God or man 
May come and go, so unapproved, and leave 
No spot or blame behind.” 
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So also, from the point of view of the development of the 
character of the agent, a bad deed is often less evil than a 
stain in the character which does not go forth in action. 
An overt act brings, as a rule, an overt punishment. At 
any rate, the wickedness of the act is made openly apparent, 
in a way in which an evil thought is not made apparent. 
And when a man thus sees plainly the consequences of his 
action, he is often led to repent of it and amend his life. 
It is here that we see the element of truth in the common 
idea of the benefit of “sowing wild oats.” Here also we 
see the force of Luther’s Pecca fortiter.1 If there is evil in 
a man’s heart it is generally best that it should come out 
plainly. There is more hope of a straightforward sinner 
than of one who is neither cold nor hot.? 

§ 4. CrimE.—The term Crime is generally used in a 
narrower sense than sin. It denotes only those offences 


Even such evil, however, may be taken as evidence of the existence of 
some lower universe within a man’s nature—some extinct volcano, as it 
were—which may at some time or other burst forth into action. Milton, 
I suppose, would scarcely have admitted this—at least with regard to 
God. 

1 Cf. Browning’s The Statue and the Bust— 


‘*The sin I impute to each frustrate ghost 
Is, the unlit lamp and the ungirt loin, 
Though the end in view was a vice, I say.” 


See Jones’s Browning as a Philosophical and Religious Teacher, pp. 
I1I—118. 

2 Similarly, in the life of a state, it is often desirable that an evil 
should be brought toa head. For this reason, it has often been observed 
that it is generally better to have a thoroughly bad despot than a half 
good one. Thus Hallam remarks (Constitutional History of England), 
“We are much indebted to the memory of Barbara, Duchess of Cleve- 
land, Louisa, Duchess of Portsmouth, and Mrs. Eleanor Gwyn... . 
They played a serviceable part in ridding the kingdom of its besotted 
loyalty.” Cf Buckle’s History of Civilization, vol. i., p. 338, where 
this passage is more fully given. 
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against society which are recognized by national law, and 
which are liable to punishment. It is impossible that all 
moral offences should be brought under this category. In- 
gratitude, for instance, cannot be made punishable by law, 
because it would be practically impossible to specify the 
offences that come under this head. Again, the moral sense 
of conscientious persons is constantly outrunning the ordinary 
moral code of the society to which they belong, and thus 
inventing sins which are not recognized as crimes. Also 
when the evil effects of a sin fall mainly on the perpetrator 
of it, it is generally thought unnecessary to have a special 
law against it. 

§ 5. PUNISHMENT.—Sin always brings evil consequences 
with it, and these evil consequences always react in some 
way upon the perpetrator. It was one of the paradoxes 
of the Socratic teaching that it is worse for a man to do 
wrong than to suffer wrong. Ina sense this is true. The 
consequences of suffering wrong are external. They do not 
hurt the soul; whereas when a man does wrong, he lowers 
himself in the scale of being, and thus wrongs himself worse 
than any one else could wrong him. Still, the evil effects 
of a man’s wrongdoing upon himself are not always apparent 
either to himself or to others. He often seems to have got 
off scot-free. Now this is contrary to our natural sense of 
justice. We naturally think that a man should be rewarded 
according to his deeds. And this idea seems to have a 
rational justification. The virtuous man is fighting on the 
side of human progress, and we feel it natural to expect that 
the gods will fight with him, and that his labours will prosper. 
The vicious man, on the other hand, is fighting against the 
gods, against our ideals of right; and it seems unnatural and 
unreasonable that his course should prosper. If for a time 
the virtuous man is unsuccessful, we yet feel bound to 
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believe that his ultimate reward cannot “be dust.”+ His 
cause at least must prosper, unless the world is founded on 
injustice; and it is natural to expect and hope that he will 
prosper along with it. On the other hand, if the wicked for 
a time seems to flourish, we cannot help believing that his 
triumph is ephemeral, that in the long run the wages of sin 
must be death. It is here that the natural feelings of grati- 
tude and revenge find their rational basis. Of course, we 
are not here maintaining that these feelings derive their 
origin from any such rational consideration. The psycho- 
logical question of the development of these feelings is not 
now under consideration.? But these feelings could scarcely 
maintain their ground in the developed consciousness of 
mankind unless they had support in reason; and it is this 
rational support that we have now to take notice of. 

Now it is out of these natural feelings that reward and 
punishment take their origin. In the case of revenge, in- 
deed, and to some extent even in the case of gratitude, there 
is a certain tendency for the feeling to grow weaker as the 
race develops, so far as merely personal relationships are 
concerned. The primeval man resents keenly every wrong 
done to himself or to those who are intimately connected 
with himself, and seeks to return it at the earliest opportunity 
upon the head of the perpetrator. As the moral conscious- 
ness develops, this feeling of personal resentment becomes 
less keen. Men begin to learn that their merely personal 
wrongs are not of infinite importance; and under certain 
circumstances forgiveness becomes possible. They see that 


1 See the concluding paragraphs in Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics. 

2 On this point, see Mill’s Utilitarianism, chap. v. See also Adam 
Smith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments, Part II., sect. Il., chap. iii., 
where the distinction between an inquiry into the origin of revenge and 
an inquiry into its rational basis is clearly drawn. 


§ 6. MORAL PATHOLOGY. 255 


a wrongdoer to them is not necessarily a wrongdoer to 
humanity; and it is only this last that is of moment. As 
regards society, however, there is not anything like the 
same weakening of the sense of injury. A wrong against 
social law zs a wrong against humanity, and cannot be for- 
given until the offended majesty of the law has been 
appeased. It is here that the justification of punishment 
is to be found. 

§ 6. THEORIES OF PUNISHMENT.—Three principal theories 
of the aims of punishment have been put forward. These 
are generally known as the preventive (or deterrent), the 
educative (or reformative), and the retributive theories. 
According to the first view, the aim of punishment is to deter 
others from committing similar offences. It is expressed in 
the familiar dictum of the judge—‘ You are not punished 
for stealing sheep, but in order that sheep may not be 
Stolen.” If this were the sole object of punishment, it 
seems probable that, with the development of the moral 
consciousness, it would speedily be abolished: for it could 
scarcely be regarded as just to inflict pain on one man 
merely for the benefit of others. The second view is that 
the aim of punishment is to educate or reform the offender 
himself. This appears to be the view that is most commonly 
taken at the present time ;1 because it is the one which seems 
to fit in best with the humanitarian sentiments of the age. 
It is evident that this theory would not justify the penalty 
of death ; and many other forms of punishment also would 
have to be regarded from this point of view as ineffective. 
Indeed it is probable that in many instances kind treatment 
would have a better effect than punishment. The third 
view is that the aim of punishment is to allow a man’s deed 


1 Though perhaps it is most often held in conjunction with the 
preceding view (the deterrent). 
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to return on his own head.! This is the view of punish- 
ment which appears to accord best with the origin of punish- 
ment among early peoples: but in later times, especially in 
Christian countries, there has been a tendency to reject it 
in favour of one or other of the two preceding theories, 
because it seems to rest on the unchristian passion of 
revenge. In this objection, however, there seems to be a 
misunderstanding involved. Revenge is condemned by 
Christianity on account of the feeling of personal malevo- 
lence which is involved in it. But retribution inflicted by 
a court of justice need not involve any such feeling. Such 
a court simply accords to a man his deserts. He has done 
evil, and it is reasonable that the evil should return upon 
himself. Indeed there would in a sense be an inner self- 
contradiction in any society which abstained from inflicting 
punishment upon the guilty. Suppose a society had a law 
against stealing and yet allowed a thief who was unable to 
make restitution to escape scot-free. The laws of such a 
society would be little more than injunctions or recommend- 
ations to its citizens. They would not have the force of 
imperatives, or at least they would be imperatives which are 
liable to exceptions. Absolute imperatives must either be 
able to prevent any violation of their commands, or else 
must in some way vindicate their authority when they are 
violated. ‘This seems to be the primary aim of punishment. 
It should be observed, however, that this aim in a sense 
includes the other two. If the aim of punishment is to 
vindicate the authority of the law, this will be partly done 
in so far as the offender is reformed, and in so far as similar 


1 For an emphatic statement of this view, see Carlyle’s Latter-Day 
Pamphlets, No. 2. See also Adam Smith’s Zheory of Moral Senti- 
ments, Part II., sect. I., chap. iv., mote, Bradley’s Ethical Studies, 
Essay I., and Diihring’s Cursus der Philosophie, sect. 1V., chap. ii. 
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acts are prevented. And indeed neither reformation nor 
prevention is likely to be effected by punishment unless it 
ts recognized that the punishment ts a vindication of the law. 
It is only when an offender sees the punishment of his crime 
to be the natural or logical outcome of his act that he is likely 
to be led to any real repentance; and it is only this recognition 
also that is likely to lead others to any real abhorrence of 
crime, as distinct from fear of its consequences. We may 
regard the retributive theory, then, when thus understood, 
as the most satisfactory of all the theories of punishment.1 

§ 7. RESPONSIBILIry.—In considering the subject of 
punishment, it is necessary to ascertain to what extent a 
man is to be regarded as responsible for his actions. The 
plea of insanity is always held to exempt a man from 
punishment ; but some thinkers go much further than this. 
Some hold, in fact, that all crime ought to be regarded 
as an evidence of insanity, and consequently that no 
one is to be regarded as responsible for his evil deeds. 
Instead of punishing men for their crimes, therefore, we 
ought rather to try to cure them of their distempers.? 
This view, of course, rests on the purely determinist con- 
ception of human conduct. It regards a man’s acts not as 


1 A complete discussion of the theory of Punishment must be left to 
writers on the Philosophy of Law. I have here noticed only those 
points that seemed most important. There are other possible views of 
Punishment. For instance, there is the view that a main object of 
Punishment is to get rid of the offender, so as to prevent him from 
working further mischief. This is a preventive theory in a somewhat 
different sense from that already referred to under that name. But this 
view would evidently apply only to some forms of Punishment. For an 
interesting treatment of the whole subject, the student may be referred 
to Green’s Collected Works, vol. ii., pp. 486—511. Discussions on this 
subject will also be found in the Zx/ernational Journal of Ethics, vol, 
ii., No. 1, pp. 20—31 and 51—76, and No. 2, pp. 232—239. 

2 This is amusingly illustrated in S. Butler’s Zrewhon. 

M. E. T 
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the outcome of himself but of his circumstances. If the 
view of freedom which we have already taken is correct, 
this idea is false. A man’s acts, when he is fully aware of 
what he is doing, are the expression of his own character ; 
and it is impossible to go behind this character and fix the 
blame of it on some one else.! The case of insanity is 
different. Here the man is alienated from himself, and his 
acts are not his own. Of course, we must recognize in the 
sane man also a certain part of conduct for which he is not 
entirely responsible. Ignorance excuses much, unless the 
ignorance is itself culpable. Any condition in which a man 
is not fully master of himself removes his responsibility, 
except when—as in drunkenness—he can be blamed for 
the condition in which he is. When an act is done im- 
pulsively, also, a man has not the same full responsibility 
~as he has for a deliberate action; except in so far as he is 
to be blamed for having habitually lived in a universe in 
which impulsive acts are possible.? 

§ 8. RemorsE.—When an evil deed has been done, and 
when the wickedness of it has been brought home to the 
actor, it is accompanied by what is known as the pain of 
conscience. This pain arises from the sense of discord 
between our deeds and our ideals. It is proportioned, 
therefore, not to the enormity of our sins, but to the degree 
of discrepancy between these and our moral aspirations. In 
the “‘hardened sinner” it is scarcely felt at all, because he 
has habituated himself to live within a universe with whose 
ideals his acts are in perfect harmony. It is only in the 
rare moments in which he becomes aware of the larger 
universe beyond, that he is made conscious of any pang. 
On the other hand, in a sensitive moral nature, habituated 


1 Cf. above, p. 144 sgg., and Note to chap. vili., pp. 151-2. 
? On this whole subject, see Aristotle’s Zthics, Book III., chap. v. 
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to the higher universe of moral purpose, an evil deed is not 
merely accompanied by a pang of conscience, but, if it is 
an evil of any considerable magnitude, by a recurrent and 
persistent sense of having fallen from one’s proper level. 
This persistent feeling of degradation is known as remorse. 
In its deepest form, it is not merely a grief for particular 
acts but a sense of degradation in one’s whole moral charac- 
ter—a sense that one has offended against the highest law, 
and that one’s whole nature is in need of regeneration. 
The best expression of this in all literature, is, I suppose, that 
contained in the 51st Psalm: “ Against thee, thee only have 
I sinned, and done this evil in thy sight. ... Behold, I was 
shapen in iniquity, and in sindid my mother conceive me,” etc. 

§ 9. Rerormation.—The natural effect of remorse! is to 
lead to a reformation of character. This effect may be 
prevented by “stifling the conscience,” ze. by persistently 
withdrawing our attention from the higher moral universe 
and endeavouring to habituate ourselves to a life in a lower 
one. This endeavour may easily be successful. There is 
nothing inevitable about the higher point of view. Facélis 
descensus Avernt. But if we do not thus abstract our atten- 
tion from the voice of conscience, the natural result is that 
we make an effort to regain the level from which we have 
fallen, to bring our own actions once more into accordance 
with the ideals of which we are aware. This rise often 
requires a certain renewal of our whole nature. It requires 


1 Some writers limit the application of the term “ remorse ” to those 


cases in which it does #o¢ lead to repentance. Sometimes the sense of 
aberration from the right path is so strong, that a return to it seems 
impossible, and the mind sinks into absolute despair. But there seems 
to be no sufficient reason for confining the term to such cases as these. 
It applies properly to any case in which there is a guawing pain of 
Conscience. The word is derived from the Latin remordeo, meaning 
‘to bite again and again.” 
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a process of conversion like that to which we have already 
referred. Such a process is brought out in the Psalm which 
we have already quoted. “Purge me with hyssop, and I 
shall be clean... Create in me a clean heart.” What 
is here figuratively referred to is the process of habituating 
ourselves to a higher universe, involving a transformation of 
our whole nature. When such a transformation is effected, 
it becomes almost impossible to act upon the lower level. 
Our habits of action become adjusted to the ideal within 
us, and go on almost without an effort. The will becomes 
to some extent “holy.” Indeed some religious enthusiasts 
have even thought that such a process of ‘‘ sanctification” 
may go so far as to make sin an impossibility.1 But this is 
an exaggeration.2, What actually is possible is that we 
should definitely identify our wills with the highest point of 
view, and habituate ourselves by degrees to action that is in 
accordance with this. In this way we may asymptotically 
approximate to a state of perfect holiness of will. 

§ 10. SocraL Corruption.—So far we have been looking 
at moral evil only as it appears in the individual life. But 
a society, as well as an individual, may have moral excel- 
lence or defect. It may have its customs and its institutions 
so framed as to give encouragement to its citizens at every 
turn to live at the highest human level; or it may have 
them so devised as to obstruct the moral life and make 
virtue, in certain aspects, almost an impossibility.2  Civiliza- 
tion ought to mean the arrangement of social conditions so 

1 Of. First Epistle of John, chap.iii., 9.: ‘‘ Whosoever is born of God 
doth not commit sin; for his seed remaineth in him; and he cannot 
sin, because he is born of God.” 

? «* Virtue cannot so inoculate our old stock but we shall relish of it.” 

3 Mr. Muirhead enumerates, as illustrations of such institutions 


(Elements of Ethics, p. 161), ‘‘brothels, gambling dens, cribs, and 
cramming establishments,” 
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as to make virtue as easy and vice as difficult as possible. 
But civilization, as it actually exists, is partly a product of 
the vices as well as of the virtues of mankind; and is 
adapted to the former as well as to the latter. It is not 
arranged for the extinction of vice, but at most, in Burke’s 
language, that vice may “lose half its evil by losing all its 
grossness.” It is arranged not for the promotion of virtue 
but only of respectability. Heroic virtue is in many ways 
made difficult rather than easy. Among the rich luxury is 
encouraged. Wants are multiplied, and go on multiplying 
themselves, and men are tempted to seek the satisfaction of 
them by dishonourable means. The poor, on the other 
hand, are exploited—z.e. used as a mere means for the 
advantage of others. They have no leisure for culture and 
are exposed to many temptations. When a nation has 
reached such a stage as this, it often declines and falls. 
Indeed it must do so, unless it is reawakened by a reformer, 
such as in our own time Carlyle and Ruskin. Sometimes 
also it is saved by a revolution ; but this generally involves 
almost as much moral evil as the corrupt state of society 
itself. Sometimes, again, a nation wanders so far from the 
ways of righteousness that other nations feel justified in 
stepping in for its punishment. It is in such cases that an 
offensive warfare seems to be justified. But it is seldom 
that one nation is thus entitled to make itself the judge of 
another. The Jews seem to have regarded themselves in this 
way in ancient times. In modern times only a combination 
of nations could feel themselves to represent the side of right 
reason against the corruptions of some particular society.? 

1 This at least was Carlyle’s opinion. See Essay on ‘‘The Opera.” 

2 This chapter is of course concerned only with the ethical aspect of 


moral pathology. For other aspects see Maudsley’s Body and Mind, and 
other works on morbid psychology, criminology, &c. 
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NoTE ON MORAL SANCTIONS. 


It may be well at this point to explain what is understood by the 
Sanctions of Conduct. The term has been introduced into Ethics in 
consequence of the strongly jural way in which the subject has frequently 
been treated.1 A sanction means primarily a ratification. Hence it 
comes to be applied to that which ratifies or gives force to the laws of 
a state—, e. the punishment attached to their violation. The meaning 
of the term has been extended, chiefly by Utilitarian writers, to any- 
thing that gives force to the laws of Duty—z. ¢ to the motives by which 
men are induced to fulfil their obligations. According to the Utilitarian 
writers, the only motives are fear of pain and hope of pleasure. And 
the pains and pleasures may present themselves in a variety of forms. 
Thus, there is frequently a physical pain as a consequence of the 
violation of Duty. Again, there are the pains of social disapproval, 
and the pleasures of the approbation of our fellow-men. The pains of 
Hell and the pleasures of Heaven have also, at certain periods of 
human history, served as motives to right conduct. Now, if the view 
of Ethics indicated in the present handbook is to be accepted, all this 
is not of much ethical importance. The right motive to good conduct 
is the desire to realize the highest end of human life ;? and what this is 
we have already seen. That we may be moved to act rightly in other 
ways is a fact rather of psychological, historical, or sociological, than 
of strictly ethical interest. It is also, no doubt, a fact of some importance 
for jurisprudence, education,‘ and practical politics. Since, however, 


1 Cf. Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, pp. 8—ro. 

2 #.g. ‘‘The Pragmatic Sanction.” It is derived from the Latin 
sanctio, and means primarily ‘‘the act of binding,” or that which serves 
to bind a man.” Cf Bentham’s Principles of Morals and Legislation, 
chap. ili., zo¢e to sect. IT. 

3 It is scarcely necessary to repeat that this motive need not be con- 
sciously present. (Cf above, p. 46.) In a particular good action the 
motive is as a rule simply the interest in some particular good to be 
achieved. But the ultimate justification of our interest in a particular 
good consists in the fact that it is an element in the general good ; and 
our interest in a particular good requires frequently to be IB and 
corrected by reference to this. 

4 Sanctions, as already noted (above, p. 174), are of use as helping to 
form habits of good willing and good conduct; though this use of them 
should be gradually decreased, till the necessity is them disappears. Cf 
Miss Gilliland’s paper on “‘ Pleasure and Pain in Education,” pp. 301-3. 
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the consideration of these external motives plays a prominent part in the 
Utilitarian theory of morals, some further remarks on this point seem 
to be called for. 

If the theory of Universalistic Hedonism is accepted, and if this 
theory is made to rest on the basis of Psychological Hedonism, it 
becomes important to consider the motives by which the individual is 
led to seek the general happiness. His primary desire, according to 
this view, is for his own greatest happiness; and he can be led to seek 
the general happiness only by being led to see that the conduct which 
leads to “‘ the greatest happiness of the greatest number ”’ is in the long 
run identical with that which leads to his own greatest happiness. 
Now it is chiefly by means of the Sanctions that this identity is shown. 
As Bentham puts it, the general happiness is the fiza/ cause of human 
action ; but the effictent cause for any given individual is the anticipa- 
tion of his own pleasure or pain. ‘‘ The happiness of the individuals, 
of whom a community is composed, that is, their pleasures and their 
security,? is the end and the sole end which the legislator ought to 
have in view ; the sole standard, in conformity to which each individual 
ought, as far as depends upon the legislator, to be made to fashion his 
behaviour. But whether it be this or anything else that is to be done, 
there is nothing by which a man can ultimately be made to do it, but 
either pain or pleasure.” Accordingly, Bentham proceeds to enumerate 
the various kinds of pain and pleasure which may be made to serve as 
motives to the adoption of those forms of conduct which it is desirable, 
with a view to the general happiness, that men should be induced to 
follow. These various kinds of pain and pleasure are what he calls the 
Sanctions. 

Bentham enumerates? four classes of such Sanctions, which he calls 
the physical, the political, the moral, and the religious. If the pleasure 

or pain comes simply in the ordinary course of nature, and is not 


1 Principles of Morals and Legislation, chap, iii. 

2 Bentham does not, of course, mean that the principle of security is 
to be regarded as an independent end in addition to pleasure. He only 
mentions it as the indispensable condition of the certainty, duration, 
and fecundity of our pleasures. Cf his Principles of the Civil Code, 
Part II., chap. vii. Of all the principles subordinate to utility, there 
was none to which he attached so much importance as to that of 
security. 

3 Principles of Morals and Legislation, chap. iii. Cf also Prin- 
ciples of Legislation, chap. vii., and Sidgwick’s History of Ethics, 
pp. 240—245. 
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attached to our actions by the will of any individual, such a source of 
motives is called a physical sanction. The pains following from 
drunkenness are an example. If, on the other hand, the pleasure or 
pain is attached to an action by the will of a sovereign ruler or govern- 
ment, it is called a folztical sanction ; as in the case of ordinary judicial 
punishment. If it is attached to an action by the will of individuals 
who are not in a position of authority, it is called a mural (or popular) 
sanction; as when a man is ‘‘ boycotted” or “‘loses caste.” Finally, 
if it is attached to an action by the will of a supernatural power, it is 
called a religious sanction; as in the case of Heaven and Hell, or of 
the penalties inflicted by the Roman Catholic Church as the repre- 
sentative of the Divine will on earth. It may be worth while to give 
Bentham’s own examples.! ‘‘A man’s goods, or his person, are con- 
sumed by fire. If this happened to him by what is called an accident, 
it was a calamity :? if by reason of his own imprudence (for instance, 
from his neglecting to put his candle out) it may be styled a punishment 
of the physical sanction ; if it happened to him by the sentence of the 
political magistrate, a punishment belonging to the political sanction ; 
that is, what is commonly called a punishment: if for want of any 
assistance which his zezghbour withheld from him out of some dislike 
to his oral character, a punishment of the moral sanction: if by an 
immediate act of God’s displeasure, manifested on account of some siz 
committed by him, or through any distraction of mind, occasioned by 
the dread of such displeasure, a punishment of the religious sanction.” 

J. S. Mill accepted all these sanctions, but characterized them all as 
‘external’; and held that we ought to recognize, in addition to them, 
the ‘‘internal” sanction of Conscience—z. ¢. the pleasures and pains 
of the moral sentiments.* All the other sanctions are to a large extent 
“physical.” Indeed, Bentham himself says,* ‘‘ Of these four sanctions 
the physical is altogether, we may observe, the groundwork of the 
political and the moral; so is it also of the religious, in as far as the 
latter bears relation to the present life. It is included in each of those 
other three. This® may operate in any case (that is, any of the pains 


1 Principles of Morals and Legislation, chap. iii., § ix. 

2 In this case, of course, it is not a sanction at all; since it is not 
regarded as a result of any particular kind of conduct, and consequently 
does not serve as an inducement to the avoidance of any particular 
kind of conduct. 

3 Utililarianism, chap. iii., p. 41 sgq. 

4 Principles of Morals and Legislation, chap. iii., § xi. 

5 The physical sanction. 
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or pleasures belonging to it may operate) independently of ¢hemz 1: none 
of ¢hem can operate but by means of this. In a word, the powers of 
nature may operate of themselves ; but neither the magistrate, nor men 
at large,” caz operate, nor is God in the case in question saPposed to 
operate, but through the powers of nature.” What Mill calls the 
‘*internal ” sanction, on the other hand, does not rest on physical con- 
ditions, but is purely psychological or subjective ; though the particular 
way in which it is developed is, no doubt, affected by the external 
environment in which our lives are passed.8 

If we had accepted the Utilitarian theory of morals, it would have 
been necessary to discuss these various sanctions at much greater length. 
But from the point of view here adopted it is not necessary to concern 
ourselves any further with them.4 


1 The other three sanctions. 

2 It might be urged that the moral sanction sometimes takes the 
form simply of an expression of opinion. The fear of adverse public 
opinion is often one of the strongest forms of this sanction. But I 
suppose Bentham would say that even in this case the expression of the 
opinion takes place ‘“‘through the powers of nature,” vz. through 
vibrations of sound or light. 

3 Professor Sidgwick notes (History of Ethics, p. 242, note) that 
even Bentham, in one of his letters to Dumont, refers separately to 
what are ordinarily called moral sentiments as ‘‘ sympathetic and anti- 
pathetic sanctions.” He thus partly anticipated Mill. But there is no 
official recognition of these sanctions in his published writings. The 
reason is probably that Bentham had a supreme contempt for such 
sympathetic and antipathetic sentiments. See his Principles of Morals 
and Legislation, chap. ii., § xi, ole. 

4 An excellent account of the Sanctions will be found in Fowler’s 
Progressive Morality, chaps. i. and ii. Cf. also Sidgwick’s Methods of 
Ethics, Book II., chap. v., and concluding chapter; and Muirhead’s 
Elements of Ethics, pp. 93—96. It should be observed that the use of 
terms is not quite uniform. Bentham’s Political Sanction is sometimes 
described as the Zega/ Sanction; and his Moral or Popular Sanction is 
frequently described as the Social Sanction; while the term ‘‘ AZoral 
Sanction” is reserved for Mill’s Internal Sanction. This use of the 
terms seems preferable to Bentham’s. 


CHAPTER XV, 
MORAL PROGRESS, 


“¢ Forgetting those things which are behind, and reaching forth unto 
those things which are before.” —PAUL. 


§ 1. Soctan Evotution.—Although we have frequently 
referred, throughout the preceding chapters, to the fact that 
the moral life is to be regarded as a process of development, 
yet our treatment of it has been to a large extent statical, 
What has been said, however, in the closing paragraphs of 
the last two chapters, with reference to the work of the 
moral reformer, seems to lead us naturally to a more explicit 
consideration of the conditions of moral development. 
That there is a certain “increasing purpose through the 
ages,” is a truth that is now in some form generally 
admitted, however much we may be tempted at times to 
doubt it. This is on the whole an entirely modern con- 
ception, and is somewhat contrary to the impressions of 
the natural man, It is not only to the graceful pessimism 
of a Horace that the present generation seems a degenerate 
offspring of heroic sires. The idea of a Golden Age behind 
us, of the “good old times,” when men were uncorrupted 
by the luxuries and follies of a later age, of the “ wisdom 
of our ancestors,” when men looked at the world with a 
fresher and deeper glance, has a certain natural fascination 
for the discontented spirit of man. Nor is it entirely with- 
out a basis in fact. If “new occasions bring new duties,” 
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they also bring new opportunities for vice. Looking, for 
instance, at the commercial morality of the present time, and 
comparing it with the practices of more primitive peoples, 
we have often a difficulty in determining whether, in the 
root of the matter, we have advanced or receded. If in 
some respects our actions seem more trustworthy and based 
on broader and more reasonable principles, in other respects 
we seem to have grown more selfish and dishonest than men 
ever were before.! It is only when we pass from the actions 
of individual human beings to the consideration of the prin- 
ciples on which men are expected to act—the codes of duty 
and ideals of virtue which have grown up among us—that 
we gain any firm assurance of progress. When we reflect, 
however, that those higher conceptions of conduct which 
prevail among us could scarcely hold their ground if there 
were not some individuals who habitually acted in accord- 
ance with them, we may be led to believe that even in the 
individual life there must on the whole have been a certain 
advancement. And, indeed, this conviction ought to be 
rather strengthened than otherwise by the recognition that, 
in our modern system of life, there are depths of degradation 
which to a ruder state of existence are scarcely known. 
Corruptio optimi pessima. ‘The grass, as Mr. Ruskin some- 
where remarks, is green every year: it is only the wheat 
that, on account of its higher nature, is liable to a blight. 
So, too, a mere animal is incapable of such a fall as we find 
in man. As Walt Whitman says,— 


‘¢They do not sweat and whine about their condition, 
They do not lie awake in the dark and weep for their sins, 
They do not make me sick discussing their duty to God ; 
Not one is dissatisfied, not one is demented 


1 Cf. Marshall’s Principles of Economics, pp. 6—8 and 361. 
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With the mania of owning things ; 

Not one kneels to another, nor to his kind that lived 
thousands of years ago ; 

Not one is respectable or unhappy over the whole earth.” 


All this is, no doubt, very creditable to the lower animals ; 
yet it need not induce us to envy their condition. Man’s 
relative unhappiness, as Carlyle says, is due to his greatness. 
‘“‘ The assertion of our weakness and deficiency,” as Emerson 
puts it, “is the fine innuendo by which the soul makes its 
enormous claim.” “A spark disturbs our clod” ; and this dis- 
turbance brings with it the possibility of new forms of evil. 
Animals are not capad/e of the higher forms of sin. “The 
advantages which I envy in my neighbour, the favour of 
society or of a particular person which I lose and he wins 
and which makes me jealous of him, the superiority in form 
or power or place of which the imagination excites my 
ambition—these would have no more existence for an agent 
not self-conscious, or not dealing with other self-conscious 
agents, than colour has for the blind.”! So it is also, in 
some measure, with the growth of civilization. Knowledge 
is power for evil as well as for good. The depth of our Hell 
measures the height of our Heaven; and when we are con- 
scious of special degradation and misery in the midst of a 
high civilization, we may reflect, with Milton’s Satan, “No 
wonder, fallen such a pernicious height.” There seems, 
therefore, to be no real reason for doubting that in the 
general improvement of the conditions of life there is also a 


1 Green’s Prolegomena to Ethics, p. 131. It should, however, in 
fairness be noted that practically all the evils here alluded to are to be 
found in a rudimentary form even among the lower animals. What is 
peculiar to man is not so much the presence of new forms of evil as the 
clear consciousness that they ave evil, and the consequent degradation 
in yielding to them. Still, it is also true that civilization creates more 
subtle forms of evil. 
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certain moral advance.1 To the consideration of this 
advance we may now appropriately devote a few paragraphs. 

§ 2. THe Mora UNIvEeRSE.—We have seen already that 
the moral life of an individual is lived within what may be 
described as a social or moral universe. Such a universe is 
constituted by various elements. It consists, on the one hand, 
of a moral ideal, generally recognized by the society in which 
the individual lives. This ideal may be expressed in a code 
of commandments, in a series of injunctions, or in the form 
of a life which is set up as a model for our imitation. This is 
the ideal side of our moral universe. On the other hand, it 
consists of definite social institutions, such as we have referred 
to in Chapter X. Finally, it consists of certain habitual 
modes of action, acquired rather by half-unconscious imita- 
tion than by any distinct injunctions or efforts to copy an 
ideal pattern. In any given age and country these three 
elements of a social universe will nearly always be found in 
some more or less fully developed form; but often there 
is a very considerable divergence between the three. A 
people’s ideal does not always bear a close resemblance to 
its institutions or its habits; and sometimes even its habits 
are not entirely conformable to its institutions. A religion 
of peace and good-will has been found not incompatible with 
the thumb-screw and the torpedo; and the existence of the 


1 Even Carlyle partly admits this. See his Heroes and Hero- Worship, 
Lect. LV. ‘‘I do not make much of ‘ Progress of the Species’ as 
handled in these times of ours. . . . Yet I may say, the fact itself seems 
certain enough. . . . No man whatever believes, or can believe, exactly 
what his grandfather believed: he enlarges somewhat, by fresh dis- 
covery, his view of the Universe ; and consequently his Theorem of the 
Universe. . . . It is the history of every man; and in the history of 
mankind we see it summed up into great historical amounts—revolu- 
tions, new epochs. . . . So with all beliefs whatsoever in this world— 
all Systems of Belief and Systems of Practice that spring from these.” 
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monogamic family is not always a guarantee of social purity. 
A large part of the moral development of peoples consists 
in the effort to adjust these three elements to one another ; 
though it also partly consists in the effort to elevate their 
ideas, and improve their institutions and habits. 

§ 3. INNER CONTRADICTION IN OUR UNIVERSE.—The mere 
want of adjustment between the various elements in our 
moral universe is often of itself sufficient to suggest the need 
of a new ideal or of new institutions. Institutions to which 
men’s habits cannot be adapted are soon felt to be unsatis- 
factory, and have to be abolished. This was largely true, 
for instance, of the institution of celibacy among the clergy 
in the middle ages. So, again, if our institutions and habits 
are in contradiction with our ideal, this will sometimes be 
the means of enabling us to see that our ideal is too narrow. 
The early Christian ideal has been in this way expanded by 
the absorption of elements derived from the Greeks and 
other pagan peoples. On the other hand, our habits may 
become gradually reformed, so as to adapt themselves to the 
institutions among which we live; and our institutions may 
gradually be adjusted to our ideals. This is perhaps the 
more normal course of the two. Sometimes there is a crisis 
in a people’s life, in which the question arises, whether the 
institutions are to be revolutionized or men’s habits reformed. 
There seems to be such a crisis, for instance, at the present 
time with regard to our industrial system. 

§ 4. SENSE oF INCOMPLETENESS. —Even apart, however, 
from those contradictions within our universe which drive 
us forward by a kind of natural dialectic, there is also a 
tendency to progress in our habits, institutions, and ideals, 
due simply to our consciousness of their incompleteness. 
This incompleteness is often first brought to clear conscious- 
ness by some reformer who points out a certain want of 
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logic in our present system. Such a reformer points out, 
for instance, that we habitually act in one way under certain 
circumstances, but in quite an opposite way under other 
circumstances, when there is no sufficient reason to account 
for the difference. He may point out inconsistencies, for 
instance, in the way in which men commonly treat their 
children, being sometimes cruel and sometimes over-indul- 
gent. Or he may point out the difference between the 
morality recognized in the relations between countries in 
their negotiations with one another and that recognized in 
the relations between individuals, and may ask whether 
there is any adequate reason for this contrast. Or he may 
point to the pains inflicted on animals in certain processes of 
vivisection, or in various forms of the chase, or in slaughter- 
houses, or even in the ordinary use of animals as instruments 
of human service; he may contrast this with the treatment 
accorded to human beings; and may ask whether, seeing 
that in.respect of the suffering of pain there appears to be no 
distinction between men and animals, there is any sufficient 
reason for tolerating in the case of animals what would not 
be tolerated in the case of men. Or, again, he may turn to 
the zzstitutions of social life, as distinguished from its habits, 
and may call attention to anomalies in the government of 
the country, in the regulation of family life, in the methods 
of industrial action, and in the various other organized forms 
in which the life of the community is carried on, He may 
thus criticize these institutions by means of themselves, 
showing that the principles underlying them are incom- 
pletely carried out. He may ask, for instance, upon what 
recognized principle women are excluded from certain 
functions and privileges which are universally open to men, 
Finally, such a reformer, carrying his weapon of criticism 
still higher, may attack our ideals themselves. He may ask 
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whether we are quite consistent in our ideas of what consti- 
tutes the highest kind of life. Is there not a certain narrow- 
ness about them? Do we not apply principles in one 
direction which we omit to extend in another? If we attach 
so much importance to the tithing of mint and cummin, 
should we not be at least equally careful about some other 
weightier matters of the law? If the ideal man should be 
brave in battle and temperate in his food and drink, should 
he not also show fortitude under disaster and self-restraint 
in power? Such questions lead} to an extension of the 
conception of our duties and of the virtues which we ought 
to cultivate; and this aspect of moral development is so 
important that it may be well to consider it a little more fully. 

§ 5. DEEPENING OF SPIRITUAL LirE.—There is no respect 
in which moral progress can be more clearly seen than in 
the deepening views which men are led to take of the nature 
of the virtues and of the duties that are required of them. 
This has been illustrated in a most masterly manner by 
Green in that part of his Prolegomena to Ethics*® in which he 
contrasts the Greek with the modern conceptions of virtue 
—perhaps the most original and suggestive chapter in the 
whole of that great work. He takes up the two most pro- 
minent of the personal virtues recognized by the Greeks, 
courage and temperance,? and shows how in modern times 
both the range of their application has been extended 
and the conception of the principle on which they rest 
deepened. With regard to temperance, for instance, he 
observes that the Greeks limited the application of this 
virtue to questions of food and drink and sexual intercourse; 


1 Through the force of persuasion. It is here that Mr. Alexander’s 
view of ‘‘ Natural Selection in Morals” is in place. See above, pp. 
129—I3I. ? Book III., chap. v. 

8 Cf. also Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, pp. 207—210, 
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whereas, in modern times, we apply it to various other forms 
of self-denial. He urges, moreover, that even with regard to 
those particular forms of self-indulgence which the Greeks 
recognized as vicious, the principles on which they rested 
the claim for self-denial were not so deep as ours. 

“We present to ourselves,” as he says,! “the objects of 
moral loyalty which we should be ashamed to forsake for 
our pleasures, in a far greater variety of forms than did the 
Greek, and it is a much larger self-denial which loyalty to 
these objects demands of us. It is no longer the State alone 
that represents to us the melior natura before whose 
claims our animal inclinations sink abashed. Other forms 
of association put restraints and make demands on us which 
the Greek knew not. An indulgence, which a man would 
otherwise allow himself, he foregoes in consideration of 
claims on the part of wife or children, of men as such or 
women as such, of fellow-Christians or fellow-workmen, 
which could not have been made intelligible in the ancient 
world. . . . It is certain that the requirements founded 
on ideas of common good, which in our consciences we 
recognize as calling for the surrender of our inclinations to 
pleasure, are more far-reaching and penetrate life more 
deeply than did such requirements in the ancient world, 
and that in consequence a more complete self-denial is 
demanded of us.”’ And Green goes on to add that even in 
respect of those aspects of life in which the Greeks did 
recognize the virtue of self-denial, their recognition is less 
complete and far-reaching than that of the moral conscious- 
ness in our own time. ‘This is especially true with regard to 
self-denial in matters of sexual indulgence. And the change 
which has thus taken place in our moral consciousness does 
not mean merely that we have extended the range within 

LTE Aad, YO, PRE 
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which certain virtues are applicable. It involves also a 
deepening of our conception of the principles on which the 
virtue rests. “The principles from which it was derived’’? 
by the Greek moralists, ‘‘so far as they were practically 
available and tenable, seem to have been twofold. One 
was that all indulgence should be avoided which unfitted a 
man for the discharge of his duties in peace or war; the 
other, that such a check should be kept on the lusts of the 
flesh as might prevent them from issuing in what a Greek 
knew as vBprc—a kind of self-assertion and aggression upon 
the rights of others in respect of person and property, for 
which we have not an equivalent name, but which was 
looked upon as the antithesis of the civil spirit.” Another 
prevalent notion among Greek philosophers was “that the 
kind of pleasure with which temperance has to do is in some 
way unworthy of man, because one of which the other 
animals are susceptible.” ‘‘Society was not in a state in 
which the principle that humanity in the person of every 
one is to be treated always as an end, never merely as a 
means, could be apprehended in its full universality ; and 
it is this principle alone, however it may be stated, which 
affords a rational ground for the obligation to chastity as we 
understand it. The society of modern Christendom, it is 
needless to say, is far enough from acting upon it, but in its 
conscience it recognizes the principle as it was not recog- 
nized in the ancient world. The legal investment of every 
one with personal rights makes it impossible for one whose 
mind is open to the claims of others to ignore the wrong of 
treating a woman as the servant of his pleasures at the cost 
of her own degradation. ‘Though the wrong is still habitu- 
ally done, it is done under a rebuke of conscience to which 
a Greek of Aristotle’s time, with most women about him in 
1 VE 0G. 0e2ts0p. 205, 
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slavery, and without even the capacity (to judge from the 
writings of the philosophers) for an ideal of society in which 
this should be otherwise, could not have been sensible. 
The sensibility could only arise in sequence upon that 
change in the actual structure of society through which the 
human person, as such, without distinction of sex, became 
the subject of rights.”!_ Thus we have here, not merely an 
extension of the range of the virtue, but also a deeper 
conception of the principle upon which it rests. And the 
same truth might be illustrated in the case of other virtues. 
The principle of the virtues, in fact, becomes universalized, 
and ceases to attach itself simply to this or that particular 
mode of manifestation. And along with this universalization 
there comes a deeper consciousness of the inwardness of the 
virtuous life. So long as the virtues are connected only with 
particular modes of manifestation in social life (e. g. courage 
with the activities of war), they seem to be little more 
than outer facts. When, on the other hand, we see that the 
essence of the virtues consists in the application of a certain 
principle, whatever may be the sphere in which it is applied, 
we recognize at the same time that their essence lies rather 
in the attitude of the individual heart than in the particular 
forms of outward action. It is true that the Greeks were by 
no means ignorant of this essentially inward character of the 
virtues. They knew—z. e. their best thinkers knew—that the 
virtues are not virtues at all unless they are accompanied 
with purity of heart and will, unless they are done rot cadow 
fveca, for the sake of what is beautiful or noble. But 
the recognition of this has been very much deepened? by 

T Loc. cet., p. 288. 

2 Tt seems to me that Green somewhat exaggerates the unity of 
sentiment on this point in the Greek and Christian moral consciousness, 


Ibid., p. 27% seg., p. 288, &c. But no doubt there is greater danger in 
unduly emphasizing the divergence between them. 
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the growth of a clearer consciousness of the universality of 
the principles on which the virtues rest. 

§ 6. New Opcications.—In the preceding section we have 
seen that the deepening of the conception of the principle 
on which the virtues rest is accompanied by an extension of 
the sphere of their application. The expansion of our ideas 
of obligation which takes place in this way is of a compara- 
tively simple kind. We learn to recognize that what applies 
to the Greek applies equally to the Barbarian, that what 
applies to the Jew applies equally to the Gentile, that what 
applies to men applies equally to women. But along with 
this expansion there is another of a less simple kind, by 
which we become aware of obligations that present them- 
selves to our minds as zezw rather than as mere extensions 
of the old ones. Thus, when the Christian conception of 
man’s nature and destiny was introduced, it seemed to bring 
with it an obligation of propagandism which had not been 
felt in the same way before. The recognition of the infinite 
issues at stake in the moral regeneration of mankind, and of 
the interest in these issues which belongs to every individual 
soul, rendered it an imperative obligation on those who 
accepted the Christian doctrine to endeavour, to the utmost 
of their power, to “preach the Gospel to every creature.” 
On the other hand, the knowledge which has been subse- 
quently acquired of the gradual way in which the moral 
nature develops, has modified the obligation of preaching, 
and transformed it into the obligaticn to make intellectual 
and moral education universally accessible. Again, the 
knowledge that has recently been acquired of the relation 
between men and animals has led to a transformation of our 
view with regard to the way in which the latter ought to be 
treated. It would be going somewhat too far to describe 
this transformation by saying that we have extended to the 
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lower animals the same conception of rights and obligations as 
we applyto men. In the case of some of the lower animals 
any such extension would be generally regarded as absurd ; 
and even with respect to the highest of them, unless we allow 
that they are self-conscious, rational beings, with a moral 
life like that of man (which even their best friends scarcely 
claim for them), we cannot acknowledge that they possess 
rights, in any strict interpretation of the term. All that we 
seem entitled to say is, that we have begun to recognize that 
the animal consciousness has a certain kinship with our own, 
that we can discover in it traces of feelings, perceptions, and 
instincts that appear to be on the way towards the develop- 
ment of a moral life, and that consequently we feel bound 
to treat the animals, at least in their higher forms, in a way 
that is semi-human—in a way approximating to that in which 
we treat children, in whom also the moral consciousness, 
to which rights attach, is not fully developed.! But the 
acknowledgment of our relationship has, in recent times, 
extended even further than this. Even with inanimate 
nature we have begun to recognize a certain kinship; and 
this has given rise in some minds to a more or less vague 
sentiment that even natural scenery possesses a certain 
guasi-right to exist, and ought not to be wantonly outraged. 

In noticing such extensions of our obligations as these, it 
ought not to be denied that there are also some obligations 
of which we are apt to lose the consciousness. Thus, it 
has often been pointed out that, in more primitive times, 
the consciousness of the mutual obligations of master and 


1 T need hardly say that I do not intend this passage to be taken as a 
complete discussion of this difficult question. The gwasz-rights of chil- 
dren, for instance, must differ widely from those of the lower animals, 
inasmuch as the former are actually on the way to become rational, 
whereas the latter are not. 
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servant was much stronger than it is now. This must be 
fully admitted. At the same time it should be remembered 
that this partial obliteration of the consciousness of a duty 
is partly due to an extension of the sphere within which our 
obligations hold. The intensity of the personal relationship 
between master and servant (which, however, is often greatly 
exaggerated) was due in part to the fact that no human 
obligation was acknowledged except what was due to that 
particular relationship. ‘The servant was supposed to owe a 
debt of gratitude to his master for the protection and patron- 
age vouchsafed to him.!_ The obligation recognized on the 
side of the master was, I am afraid, generally of a much 
vaguer character. Now, on the other hand, we recognize 
the obligation of man to man, as such, independently of any 
special relationships. That this recognition of a wider sphere 
of duty has practically weakened the narrower ties, seems to 
be partly true. It is always more difficult to act up to the 
requirements of a large obligation than to those of a small 
one. But this ought not to prevent us from perceiving 
that there has been a great extension of the sphere of 
acknowledged duty. 

§ 7. MorAL CHANGE AND CHANGE OF ENVIRONMENT.— 
The question is sometimes raised? whether the extension 
which thus takes place in our view of moral obligation is in 
reality due to a development of our moral consciousness, or 
only to a change in our environment. Thus, it may be urged 
that the emancipation of slaves? in modern times may be 
accounted for by the general development of our industrial 
methods; and it may be suggested that the attempt to rest 


1 Cf Buckle’s History of Civilization, Vol. IIIL., p. 325. See also 
above, pp. 184 and 222, note 2. 

2 Cf Muirhead’s Elements of Ethics, p. 229 seq. 

3 Cf Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations, Book III., chap. ii. 
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the movement in this direction on general considerations of 
the rights of men is merely an illustration of the cant and 
hypocrisy of the modern age. Now it seems clear that the 
general recognition of the possibility of abolishing slavery 
(which Aristotle could not acknowledge), and with this the 
recognition of the duty of actually abolishing it, was really 
due to the development of economic conditions. And a 
similar remark would apply in most other cases in which 
an extension of recognized obligations occurs. It is so, 
for instance, also with the movement towards the eman- 
cipation of women. New industrial conditions have pushed 
forward the demand for it. But this fact need not in 
any way stumble us, or make us hesitate the more to 
believe that there is a moral advance. Doubtless the 
moral life does not grow up 7 vacuo. It is relative 
throughout to the environment in which it is nurtured. It 
grows by the increase of our knowledge, by the increase 
of our power, by the increase of the possibilities of our 
action. The moral life is thus constantly being deter- 
mined anew by the new conditions and combinations pre- 
sented for solution, and by the new directions in which 
possible solutions appear.! But its growth is not therefore 
the less real. Those who know anything of the spirit in 
which the emancipation of the slaves was carried out, must 
be well aware that, however true it may be that industrial 
conditions made it possible, that industrial conditions first 
brought it to men’s minds, and first won for it a general 
acceptance, however true it may even be that commercial 
and merely political motives weighed most strongly with the 
rank and file of those who fought for its accomplishment, 


1 The spirit of man “‘makes contemporary life the object on which 
it acts ; itself being the infinite impulse of activity to alter its forms.” 
Hegel’s Philosophy of History (English translation), p. 215. 
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yet the inspiration of the great leaders of the movement, 
without which the necessary self-sacrifice would never have 
been undergone, was at bottom purely moral. Mere external 
changes may bring the need of a moral reform to light; but 
it is only in so far as they thus serve to awaken a moral 
consciousness that the world is moved by them. 

§ 8. THE IpraL UNiverRsE.—The fact of moral progress 
causes it to be not entirely true that the good man, and 
especially the moral genius (who is generally at the same 
time a moral reformer), lives within a universe constituted 
by actually existing habits and institutions, or even by ideals 
that are definitely acknowledged at a given time and place. 
What is said of Abraham may be applied to the moral life 
generally. ‘“ By faith Abraham, when he was called to go 
out into a place which he should after receive for an in- 
heritance, obeyed ; and he went out, not knowing whither 
he went. . . . For he looked for a city which hath found- 
ations, whose Builder and Maker is God.” The spirit of 
man, in its moral growth, looks continually for such a city. 
It is continually “moving about in worlds not realized.” 
It is dissatisfied with the habits and institutions actually 
established at any time and place, and even with the ideals 
that are customarily recognized, and presses forward towards 
a form of life that shall be more complete, consistent, and 
satisfying.2 Hence the perennial interest of Utopias and 


1 Cf the striking poem by Dr, Felix Adler, entitled Zhe Golden City, 

2 «That which gives life its keynote is, not what men think good, 
but what they think best. True, this is not the part of belief which is 
embodied in conduct: the ordinary man tries to avoid. only what is 
obviously wrong ; the best of men does not always make us aware that 
he is striving after what is right. We do not see people growing into 
the resemblance of what they admire; it is much if we can see them 
growing into the unlikeness of that which they condemn, But the 
dominant influence of life lies ever in the unrealized. While all that 
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poetic dreams and anticipations of better modes of exist- 
ence. Hence the recognition, by many of the best and 
profoundest among men, that they are but as strangers and 
pilgrims on the earth. Hence also the pessimism and 
despair which often cloud the consciousness of such men, so 
long as they see only the imperfection and incompleteness 
of all actual achievement in the moral life, and have not yet 
attained to any Pisgah-sight of something better that may be 
reached by them. Hence also the partial truth of Carlyle’s 
opinion, that all true greatness is melancholy. 

The recognition, however, of this moral faith, this presence 
of the consciousness of an unattained and even unformulated 
ideal, leads us at once into the region of poetry and religion ; 
and as the highest forms of morality lead inevitably into 
these realms, it may be fitting to conclude our present treat- 
ment of Ethics with two chapters on the way in which the 
moral life is affected by such aspirations.? 


we discern is the negative aspect of a man’s ideal, that ideal itself 
lives by admiration which never clothes itself in word or deed. In 
seeing what he avoids we judge only the least important part of his 
standard ; it is that which he never strives to realize in his own person 
which makes him what he is. The average, secular man of to-day is a 
different being because Christendom has hallowed the precept to give 
‘the cloak to him who asks the coat; it would be easier to argue that 
this claim for what most would call an impossible virtue has been 
injurious than that it has been impotent. Christianity has moulded 
character where we should vainly seek to discern that it has influenced 
conduct. Lot the criminal code, but the counsel of perfection shows us 
what a nation is becoming ; and he who casts on any set of duties the 
shadow of the second best, so far as he is successful, does more to influ- 
ence the moral ideal than he who succeeds in passing a new law.” 
These profound remarks are taken from Miss Wedgwood’s work on 
The Moral Ideal (p. 373). ‘The italics are mine. 

1 The whole subject of the present chapter is most admirably treated 
in Muirhead’s Zlements of Ethics, Book V. 


CHAPTER XVI. 
THE RELATION OF ART TO ETHICS. 


**Gutes aus Gutem, das kann jedweder Verstiandige bilden ; 
Aber der Genius ruft Gutes aus Schlechtem hervor.” 1—SCHILLER. 


§ 1. TRuTH, BEAUTY, AND GoopneEss.—The fact that the 
moral life is, as we have just seen, so largely determined 
by ideals or “ counsels of perfection,” leads us naturally to 
consider the general relation between morality and those 
ideals which are made real for us in the Fine Arts. Indeed, 
in many points in our treatment of Ethics, we have found 
it necessary to refer to its connection with A‘sthetics ; and 
it seems desirable that we should now bring together what 
has to be said on this point, though to discuss the subject 
with any fulness would evidently be beyond the scope of 
such a handbook as this. 

At a first glance, Truth, Beauty, and Goodness strike us 
as three independent and absolute ends for man. They 
are the three objects that we seem to value for their own 
sakes, and not merely, like economic goods, as means of 
our welfare. Evidently they connect themselves with what 
are commonly said to be the three elements or aspects of 
our mental life; Truth being that which gives completeness 
to the knowing side of our nature, Beauty to the feeling 
side, and Goodness to the side of will. But just as these 


1 (“Good out of Good each sensible man can easily fashion 3 
The Man of Genius calls Good out of Evil to light.”) 
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three sides of our consciousness are in the end inseparable 
from each other, so the three objects that give them their 
content must ultimately be conceived as having a certain 
unity. Now, the relation between Truth and Goodness 
has already, to some extent, become clear to us. We have 
seen! that Ethics may be regarded as a kind of Logic, 
connecting itself in the closest way with what is known as 
Transcendental Logic. It is the aim of this latter science 
to investigate the elements that are involved in the 
systematic knowledge of a world. Now such systematic 
knowledge is what we ultimately mean by Truth. Merely 
to know things as they present themselves to our senses is 
not to know them truly. To know them truly means to 
understand them; and this implies that we see them in 
connection with the system of things to which they belong. 
This objective system of things constitutes, as we may say, 
the highest intellectual universe; and it is the chief aim 
of the man of science and the philosopher to live habitually, 
as far as possible, within this universe. But the good man 
also seeks to “walk in the truth”; he also seeks to live 
habitually within the highest universe. The general point 
of view of the philosopher and of the good man is the 
same ; the difference is merely that between contemplation 
and practice. The philosopher asks—Within the highest 
universe (¢.e. the universe of rational insight), what is to 
be believed? The good man asks rather—What must 
my conduct be, in order that the highest universe may, as 
far as possible, be realized? Now, so long as neither of 
these questions is fully answered (and within the limits of 
human life neither of them ever caz be fully answered), the 
two attitudes of mind implied in asking them may be 
distinguished. But in the last resort they are inseparable. 
1 Above, pp. 26-7, 65-6, 137-8. 
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Neither of the two questions could be answered fully 
without the other being answered along with it; and even 
the interest which impels us to ask the one question is 
fundamentally identical with the interest which impels us 
to ask the other—vzzz., the interest in the realization of the 
highest self. 

It is perhaps natural that we should consider the relation 
of Goodness to Truth before considering its relation to 
Beauty. As Ethics is a science, its relation to other 
sciences, and consequently to Truth in general, is naturally 
one of the first things into which we inquire. When, 
however, we pass, as we have now passed, from the con- 
sideration of the fundamental questions of ethical science 
to the consideration of the moral life in its concrete 
development, the relation of Goodness to Beauty becomes 
even more impressive than its relation to Truth. Perhaps, 
indeed, its relationship to Beauty is somewhat more diffi- 
cult to trace, just because Beauty is not an object of 
intellectual apprehension in the same way as Truth is. 
For this reason, if for no other, all that is here said about 
the relationship between Beauty and Goodness must be 
regarded as merely provisional and tentative. 

§ 2. Eruics AND A*sTHETICS.—It is evident that the 
satisfaction which we derive from the contemplation of a 
good action or of an excellent character is closely akin 
to the satisfaction which we derive from the sight of a 
beautiful object. This kinship, as we have seen, is 
recognized in such expressions as “the beauty of holi- 
ness,” “a beautiful soul,” “a beautiful life” ;.and in the 
fact that the Greeks used the expression rd xaddv indiffer- 
ently for beauty or for moral excellence.! Yet it seems 


1 This is forcibly brought out, for instance, in the Stoic maxim, 8rt 
povoy ayaQoy 76 addy (‘ that only the beautiful, z.e. the morally excellent, 
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clear that moral excellence cannot be regarded as simply 
a particular case of beauty. Wherein, then, does the 
difference lie? It would obviously be but a superficial 
answer to say that the zsthetic consciousness deals with 
what is immediately given in sense, whereas the moral 
consciousness is concerned with reflection. Much of what 
we regard as beautiful is not sensuous—e. g. the beauty of 
a Greek tragedy. Often also the beauty is not directly 
apparent, but requires a certain amount of reflection. The 
natural man is not satisfied, for instance, with the play of 
King Lear. He would prefer to give it a happy ending. 
The esthetic consciousness which perceives the inevitable- 
ness of the tragic close, and pronounces the artistic 
whole to be beautiful, seems to involve reflection quite as 
truly as does the moral consciousness-which declares the 
life of St. Paul to be noble. The distinction appears rather 
to consist in this. In the case of the artistic judgment we 
consider the object that is presented to us simply in itself. 
In this sense the artistic judgment may be said to be im- 
mediate. In the moral judgment, on the other hand, we 
consider the object in relation to an end beyond itself. A 
moral action or character will fail to be beautiful in pro- 
portion as the end which it subserves is distant or concealed. 
Such a character as that of the apostle Paul may be beauti- 


is good”). Cf. also the saying of Ruskin—‘‘ Taste is not only a part 
and an index of morality ; it is the ov/y morality. The first and last and 
closest trial question to any living creature is, ‘ What do you like? 
Tell me what you like, and I will tell you what you are’” (Sesame and 
Lilies). See also Adam Smith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments, Part IV., 
sect. II. The philosopher in the present century who has most strongly 
insisted on the identity of Goodness with Beauty is Herbart. He defi- 
nitely treated Ethics as a part of Aisthetics. See, for instance, his 
Science of Education, recently translated by Mr. and Mrs, Felkin ; and 
of. Bosanquet’s History of Aisthetic, p. 369. 
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ful as well as noble, because the end to which it is directed 
is apparent throughout its course. In order that a moral 
character may be beautiful, it is necessary that it should 
have a certain completeness. Such a life as that of Goethe 
is beautiful as well as noble, because the ends to which it 
is directed are actually achieved within its compass. A 
striking illustration of this condition is afforded by the fact 
that Aristotle, looking at the moral life with the artistic eye 
of a Greek, is inclined to demand that it should have a 
certain completeness.1 He recognizes indeed that evena 
life that is disturbed by great misfortunes, may be so dis- 
tinguished by moral energy that the nobility of it ‘‘shines 
through” ?; but he considers that the perfection of the life 
is necessarily marred if the misfortunes are, like Priam’s, 
too numerous or weighty.? The life of a medizval Christian, 
on the other hand, was apt to have a certain relative want 
of beauty, on account of the fact that its end lies in a far- 
off world. But the life of a martyr may be beautiful, if it is 
directed in a single-hearted way to the attainment of a noble 
object ; because in that case the relation of the actions to 
their end is apparent throughout.4 On the whole, then, 
we must consider that there is a fundamental difference 
between the ethical and the esthetical point of view, in 
spite of their close relation to one another; and that this 
difference may be briefly expressed by saying that the 
eesthetical point of view has more immediacy. At the same 
time, it seems clear that if the moral life could be viewed 
in its entirety, with its end made clearly apparent, it would 


1 <ORy Bup recep ” (Ethics, I. vii. 16). 

2 * Avaddwmer Td Kadov” (Lbid., I. x. 12). 

3 [bid V4. 

* See on this point Prof. Ker’s article on “The Philosophy of Art” 
in Zssays in Philosophical Criticism, p. 158 sqq. 
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be seen to be beautiful. But it cannot as a rule be thus 
immediately presented; and consequently the belief that 
goodness is beautiful, like the belief that “beauty is truth, 
truth beauty,” remains of the nature of faith rather. than 
of actual knowledge; and indeed it is a faith which is 
essentially identical with religious faith.’ 

§ 38. THE CONNECTION OF ART WITH MorRALs.—We see, 
however, that the relation of art to Ethics is a very 
close one. This relation, regarded from a practical point 
of view, may be said to have a twofold aspect. On the 
one hand, art serves as a preparation for the moral life; 
on the other hand, it may be said to carry us beyond 
the moral life. It educates for the moral life, in so far 
as it helps to develop that excellence of taste and fine- 
ness of feeling which are the basis of. all genuine morality. 
But the devotees of art rightly? resent the idea that art 
is simply to be regarded as a means of moral culture. 
In a sense it carries us above morality. “ The beautiful,” 
Goethe said, “is higher than the good: it includes the 
good within it”—a doctrine which even the austerity of 
Carlyle acknowledges to contain an element of truth. 
Artistic beauty, at least, suggests a sphere of harmony in 
which the struggles and contradictions of the moral life 
are brought to rest. It points to higher ideals than those 
that are attainable in the actual world. These two sides 
of the influence of art are not really separable from one 
another; for it is chiefly by pointing to such ideals that 
art educates the moral sense. Still, it seems well to 
regard it as fulfilling these two distinct functions—preparing 


1 See next chapter. 

2 Within certain limits. This statement is qualified by what follows. 
The doctrine of ‘‘ Art for Art’s sake’ appears to be essentially shallow. 
Cf. Bosanquet’s History of 4isthetic, p. 457 ; and see below, pp. 310-11. 
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us for the moral conflict, and raising us above it. In both 
these aspects art is closely akin to religion. 

§ 4. Tue Epucative INFLUENCE OF ART.—Fletcher’s 
saying is well known: “ Let me make the songs of a people, 
and whoever likes may make the laws.” This saying ex- 
presses the confidence that a people’s actions will ultimately 
depend on the character that is developed in them, rather 
than on mere mechanical institutions; and that popular 
poetry is a potent factor in the formation of character. 
This confidence is no doubt well justified; and what is 
true of popular poetry is true also to a large extent of all 
forms of art. The art of a people, like its language, both 
expresses its character and helps to form it. It does this 
by forming the taste; and, as Mr. Ruskin is fond of in- 
sisting, good taste is the essence of morality.1 The man 
who has been trained to love the highest beauty can scarcely 
act ina manner that is common or mean. Plato recognized 
this in a striking way, and proposed that in his ideal state 
the earliest moral training should be given in the form of 
art.2 He thought that fair sights and beautiful sounds 
would serve, more than anything else, to instil noble ideas, 
and prepare the minds of his citizens for right social action. 
At the same time, Plato was well aware that the love of 
beautiful ideals is only a part of the moral life. Morality 
is a matter of the zwz//, and the mere study of art does not 
suffice for the training of this. Indeed the contemplation 
of beauty tends rather to weaken the will, by accustoming 
us to an attitude of passive enjoyment instead of active 
struggle, by leaving us satisfied with fine dreams instead 
of achievements. Hence Plato considered that a man 


1 See above, p. 285, ode. 2 Republic, Book III, 
3 Perhaps this applies in some degree even to the highest forms of 
art. Cf. below, p. 301, zofe I. 
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might easily be “too musical,” and that it was necessary 
to supplement the education of art by more strenuous 
pursuits. 

§ 5. ANTAGONISM BETWEEN ART AND Morats.—Indeed, 
it must be confessed that there is a certain paradox in 
representing art as a great preparation for the moral life. 
‘Poets and artists are not generally supposed to be con- 
spicuous for the excellence of their conduct. Benvenuto 
Cellini is apt to be taken as a type of artists; and modern 
criminologists class them with the insane. Their lives 
are often marred by passion and by indifference to con- 
ventional rules. This, however, is partly due to the fact 
already indicated, that the artistic life does not tend to 
strengthen the will.1 It may partly also be explained by 
saying that in many cases the rules of morality to which the 
artist is indifferent are only conventional rules. Respect- 
ability is certainly not the same thing as moral goodness. 
The life of a poet or artist is somewhat abnormal. The 
fixing of his attention on ideals is apt to make him some- 
what indifferent to the more ordinary duties of life. But it 
does not follow from this that his life is not rendered nobler 
by his art—still less that his art does not tend to ennoble 
the lives of others. 

Apart, however, from the life of the artist himself, it is 
often thought that the tendency of art is in some directions 
rather hostile to morality. At any rate, the artist generally 


1 Even Herbart recognized this. ‘‘ That high degree of success of 
individual activities,” he says (Scéence of Education, p. 217), ‘which 
characterizes a special genius, is in no way favourable to the formation 
of character. For genius depends too much on varying moods to per- 
mit of memory of the will; it is not at its own command. The moods 
of the artist do not constitute character. Besides, an artist’s occupations 
lie always in far too remote a corner of human life and creation to per- 
mit of the whole man ruling himself therefrom.” 

M. E. x 
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resents the idea that he ought to be directly a teacher of 
morals. He would regard this, and rightly, as treason to 
his art. And sometimes it appears as if his art did not even 
indirectly convey any moral lesson, but in some instances 
had rather an immoral tendency. The true artist feels that 
“beauty is its own excuse for being,” and is apt to ask 
indignantly— 
‘*Ts there any moral shut 
Within the bosom of the rose?” 


From the side of the ethical teacher also, the morality of 
art is frequently called in question. Thus Plato, in spite 
of his recognition of the great service which art is capable 
of rendering to the moral life, yet passes severe criticisms 
on the music and poetry of his time, as being calculated 
rather to pervert than to improve the lives of the citizens. 

Now this possibility of an antagonism between the 
artistic and the moral point of view must be partly admitted. 
The artist seeks an immediate harmony, and this harmony 
may not always be compatible with that deeper one which 
is reached through moral conflict. The artist may reach 
beauty by deliberately throwing a veil over the ugliness of 
life: he may confer delight by concealing what is disagree- 
able. And even without any deliberate concealment, we 
have already admitted that moral action is not always 
directly beautiful, or immoral always ugly.!. In order that 
beauty and goodness should be seen always to coincide, it 
would be necessary to see life as a whole, and this we can 
never do. 

It must be admitted, therefore, that poetry, and art 
generally, is not exactly what Matthew Arnold called it, 
“a criticism of life.” It criticizes life in so far as it suggests 


1 Thus, the life of such a man as Ceesar Borgia has been said to be 
‘* beautiful as a tempest or as an abyss.” 
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to us ideals that are more beautiful than the actual world; 
but it does not follow that because they appear more beau- 
tiful, even to a fairly well developed taste, they are therefore 
also better, Life may indeed be a criticism of art, as 
well as art of life. Even the best art is but a poor ex- 
pression of the beauty of the deepest reality;! and this 
deepest beauty is a refined and subtle essence which we 
very slowly learn to see and to appreciate. 

§ 6. THE INNER Moratity or Art.—But after these ad- 
missions have been made, it remains true that art is a teacher 
of morals. The objection to regarding it in this light arises 
chiefly from a confusion between unconscious moral in- 
fluence and conscious didacticism. Didactic art is certainly 
the lowest form of art; but the reason of this is chiefly that 
moral lessons which are capable of being directly taught 
are either too obvious to require any special art for their 
inculcation, or else are too narrow to be beautiful, What 
art can communicate is not particular moral lessons, but 
rather the moral spirit.2 Great art is unconscious of any 
aim beyond the representation of beauty ; but at the same 
time it is true of all great artists, as Emerson said of the 
constructors of the cathedrals, that “they builded better 
than they knew.” Their work contains suggestions of 
moral truths of which, it may be, they themselves were 
quite unaware. 

Of course we are here referring to gvea¢ works of art. In 
inferior art it is often difficult to find moral inspiration. 


1 Cf Bacon’s Essay ‘‘ Of Beauty.” ‘‘ That is the best part of beauty, 
which a picture cannot express: no, nor the first sight of the life.” 

2 Cf. Bosanquet’s History of Aésthetic, p. 291, note 2, where the 
opinion of Schiller is referred to, ‘‘ that beauty oly changes man’s whole 
nature to a free rational or second nature, but ‘discovers no single 
truth, helps us to fulfil no szzg/e duty.’” The same might almost be 
said of Ethics. Cf above, p. 209. 
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But this is largely because it is bad art. If some of the 
inferior British dramatists have rather a corrupting than an 
ennobling influence, we may correct their tendencies by 
turning to Shakspere, A%schylus, Sophocles, or Moliére. 
And even with regard to inferior forms of art, it should be 
added that those who extract immoral influences from them, 
or even who fail to extract moral influences from them, are 
in general not regarding them as art—z. e. are not conscious 
of their beauty. Even a great work of art may have an 
immoral effect on a man who does not really feel its 
beauty: but for such a man it is not art. Beauty is neces- 
sarily moralizing ; and in this sense we must maintain that 
there is a moral even in the rose.!- No one can have a real 
appreciation of beautiful objects, and yet consent that his 
own life should be ugly. Of course his appreciation of 
beauty may be narrow, and consequently may not influence 
his whole life; but in so far’as he is a lover of harmony, 
he must be shamed by any discord in his own conduct. 
Still of course we must admit that this shame may be 
very ineffective. It may not produce any change in the 
will. 

It must be allowed, however, that the moral influence of 
art to which we are now referring is of a very indirect 
character. We pass, in fact, at this point, from the con- 
sideration of art as an education to the consideration of it 
as the creator of ideals that carry us in a sense beyond the 
moral life altogether. These ideals react upon the moral 
life; but in themselves they are rather suggestive of a 
higher harmony which we may not be able to realize. 

§ 7. Iprats or Lirr.—We have already seen? what 
an important part the study of ideals may play in the 


1 Cf. Caird’s Essays on Literature and Philosophy, Vol. 1., p. 153. 
2 Above, p. 234. 
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development of the moral life. Art is largely occupied with 
the creation of such ideals. It was from this point of 
view that Plato criticized the poetry of his time. He 
considered that the ideals which it set up were morally 
defective, and he proposed to reform poetry by getting it to 
depict nothing but the noblest characters. There was a 
certain absurdity in this, and no doubt a certain amount 
of intentional humour. The freedom of the poet cannot 
be interfered with in this summary way; and it may often 
be necessary for artistic purposes to depict a Falstaff, an 
Iago, or a Cleopatra. Nevertheless, it remains true that 
in the main great art is concerned with the portrayal of 
noble characters and heroic acts. It is not always the case, 
however, that these noble characters can be regarded as 
direct models for our imitation, They are sometimes, as 
in, Homer, gods or heroes of more than mortal powers, 
or, as in Spenser, they live under conditions very remote 
from those of actual existence. Such ideals do not serve as 
a direct education of character, but rather delight us by 
placing before us a kind of life in which the defects and 
limitations under which our moral life is conducted are 
removed. Nevertheless, such a presentation of ideals is 
still, in the best sense, a criticism of life. It sends us back 
discontented with our narrow lives,! but at the same time 


1 Cf. what Browning says of the student who 


** Trims his lamp, 
Opens his Plutarch, puts him in the place 
Of Roman, Grecian ; draws the patched gown close, 
Dreams, ‘ Thus should I fight, save or rule the world !’— 
Then smilingly, contentedly, awakes 
To the old solitary nothingness.” 


Such dreams, however, will generally have an ennobling effect even on 
the solitary nothingness. 
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with higher hopes of the possibilities that may be realized 
even there. 

§ 8. IpEats or Soctety.—The poet and artist delight not 
merely to create ideal types of character, but also to place 
them in an ideal environment, and in ideal relations to one 
another. Thus they suggest not merely ideals for the moral 
life of the individual, but also social ideals, ‘The ideals of 
chivalry, for instance, are to a large extent poetic creations ; 
and to the same general class belong what are called 
Utopias, ranging from Plato’s Republic to William Morris’s 
News from Nowhere. It is practically only in poetry (or in 
prose fiction) that such portraitures are possible; but paint- 
ing also and even music may be used to suggest conditions 
of ideal simplicity and happiness. The artist who depicts 
such social ideals has generally a more conscious aim at 
moral improvement than the artist who depicts personal 
ideals. Such artists, in fact (as in the case of Plato, More, 
William Morris, and others), approximate to the character 
of prophets; and their art tends to have a semi-religious 
earnestness of tone. 

§ 9. Non-Morat Iprats.—Often, however, in giving us 
pictures of pastoral felicity, the poet or painter has no 
conscious moral intent. Sometimes, indeed, the life which 
he depicts has no obvious moral superiority to the actual 
life around us, and pleases us more only on account of its 
greater simplicity and peace. Again, the ideals depicted 
by poets and artists are often of an impersonal character. 
They give us pictures or descriptions of sky, sea, and 
mountain, partly taken from nature in her more impressive 
moments, but generally adding to the natural presentation 
what Wordsworth describes as 


‘The light that never was on sea of land, 
The consecration and the poet’s dream.” 
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Even such ideals as this are not without moral significance. 
They suggest that harmony and peace after which, for the 
most patt, we vainly strive. They serve also to elevate and 
expand our universe!; and, when the art is of the highest 
quality, raise us to a religious point of view. This is the 
case notably with such poets as Wordsworth and Shelley in 
their treatment of nature. 

§ 10. ReaLisM aNp IpEaLismM IN Art.—It may be ob- 
jected to what we have just been saying that it all presupposes 
that it is the function of the artist to idealize; whereas, 
according to some recent views, the greatest artists are those 
who simply “hold the mirror up to nature.” We cannot 
here discuss the extent to which this is true of the highest 
art; but'a few remarks may suffice to bring out its bearing 
on the moral side of art. In the first place, we may remark 
that the upholders of realism in art seem frequently to have in 
their minds two distinct ideas. One is that the artist ought 
simply to copy nature, making her neither better nor worse 
than she actually is. The other is that the artist ought to 
avoid idealizing nature, and rather give special prominence 
to what is evil. Realism in fiction seems to be generally 
understood in the latter sense. Now, without either com- 
mitting ourselves to one or other of these views or endeavour- 
ing to refute them, we may allow at least that they contain 
a cettain element of truth; but this element of truth in no 
way militates against anything that we have been here main- 


1 Hence, as Toynbee noted (Lxdustrial Revolution, p. 254): ‘The 
sense of beauty is the greatest restraint upon fanaticism.” It prevents 
us from being satisfied with a narrow and incomplete universe. The 
sense of humour—which is, asit were, the inverse of the sense of beauty 
—has a similar effect. The deepest kind of humour seems to be a 
sense of a fundamental deformity, coupled with the consciousness that 
this deformity is, as it were, embraced by a deeper harmony, which it 
cannot destroy, but which it rather brings out and enhances, 
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taining. It is true that the greatest art must keep close to 
nature: but the chief reason seems to be that, but for this, 
it could not furnish us with ideals that would yield us any 
permanent satisfaction. An ideal which was a mere dream, 
entirely divorced from fact, could not yield any inspiration 
in our conduct in the midst of actualities. It is in this sense 
that life is a criticism of art. Pure idealism in art is dis- 
credited, because it will not stand the test of contact with 
real life. The highest idealism is that which is able to take 
up the commonest facts of ordinary experience and show an 
ideal significance shining through them. Such an idealism 
evidently does not simply copy nature ; 


‘*Tt looks at all things as they are, 
But through a kind of glory.” 


It at least selects the choicest moments in nature, if it does 
no more. It also selects as a rule the most significant com- 
binations.! In this way at least it idealizes. Again, it is true 
that the highest art not only keeps close to nature, but some- 
times shows almost a preference for what is evil in nature. 
The explanations of this are various?; but none of them 
seems to be in any way incompatible with the moral idealism 
of art. Evil is a favourite material for art chiefly because 
it is only in conflict with evil that the highest good comes 
out. An optimism which shrinks from evil is at once felt 
to be unsatisfactory. We encounter evil at every turn in 
the actual world; and any idealism that is to be finally 


1 Cf. what is said by Mr. Bosanquet on the ‘‘ characteristic” in art. 
History of Esthetic, pp. 6-7, 448—451, &c. 

2 There are some suggestive remarks on this point in a recent 
pamphlet by Franz Brentano on ‘‘Das Schlechte als Gegenstand 
dichterischer Darstellung.” See also, for discussions on the ugly in 


art, Bosanquet’s History of Asthetic, p. 395 sgg., and several other 
passages, 
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satisfactory must recognize this in its extremest form, and 
yet be able to show that there is “‘some soul of goodness” 
- in it which is stronger than the evil. It must, so to speak, 
descend into Hell and lead captivity captive. It is here 
that the great strength of such an optimistic poetry as that 
of Browning lies.! His faith in the good co-exists with a 
perfect, and indeed one might almost say, exaggerated 
recognition of evil. Sometimes indeed we find in works 
of art very little evidence of any recognition of a good that 
is deeper than the evil depicted. Shakspere’s Zzmon of 
Athens or Troilus and Cressida might be taken as examples ; 
and indeed even in his greater dramas and in the great Greek 
tragedies the same is sometimes in a lesser degree true. 
Yet even in these cases despair is never the last word of 
art. The mere selection of evil as a subject for poetic 
treatment indicates a certain faith in the poet that the evil 
is not so bad as it seems. ‘‘ Melodious tears” are not the 
tears of despair. It is inevitable that in the poetic treat- 
ment of evil some hint at least should appear that after all 
there is some beauty behind the ugliness. Otherwise the 
treatment would cease to be artistic, as indeed in some 
“‘realistic”” productions it appears to do.2. We seem to be 


1 See Jones’s Browning as a Philosophical and Religious Teacher, 
especially chaps. iv. and v. 

2 Cf Caird’s Essays on Literature and Philosophy, pp. 61-62. 
‘* Art must in a sense be joyous ; if it is not to fall beneath its idea, it 
must at least return in its final note to joy. If it admits the tragic con- 
trasts of life, it must not lose itself in them; it must carry us beyond 
‘fear and terror,’ even if it has to carry us through them. It must not 
leave us victims of such passions without a reconciling atonement, which 
makes us accept the event, not merely as an inevitable fate, but as an 
issue in which the dramatic evolution of character has brought about z¢s 
own destiny. Thus, even when it goes beyond the first and simplest 
theme of poetic imagination, and ceases to be an expression of man’s 
joy in the response of nature to the demands of his spirit, it must restore 
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justified in concluding, then, that art, in so far as it is real 
art, necessarily supplies us with ideals, though it may be 
only in the way of indirect hint and suggestion ; and these 
ideals always serve, in so far as they are truly artistic, as a 
certain inspiration to the moral life. 

§ 11. RELATION BETWEEN BEAUTY AND GOODNESS.— 
What has now been said on the way in which the moral 
life is affected by art, may suffice to lead us up to a general 
consideration of the relation of Beauty to Goodness. 

Beauty, we may say, is that which gives us an immediate 
pleasure as a direct object of thought! This statement, 


the broken harmony by giving us, even in the utmost tragic catastrophe, 
the sense of the realization of a law, in which we are more deeply in- 
terested than even in the sorrows and joys of the individual. If, on the 
contrary, a poem throws us back upon ourselves, jarred and untuned, as 
by a consciousness of inexplicable accident or meaningless sorrow, or if 
it leaves us strained with a vacant longing for we know not what, we 
may safely say that we have been cheated by a false semblance of art, 
or at best by an art which wilfully seeks to destroy the sources of its 
own power. For contradiction, division, external limitation are the 
prose of life; and art is art, poetry is poetry, only as it disentangles, 
unites, and reconciles, giving us, if not the open vision, at least the 
presentiment or ‘Ahnung’ of the unity which is beneath and be- 
yond it.” 

1 Mr. Bosanquet objects (History of Esthetic, p. 6) to the inclusion 
of the quality of pleasantness in the definition of Beauty. ‘‘ Things 
give pleasure,” he says, ‘‘sometimes because they are beautiful, and 
sometimes for other reasons. They are not beautiful simply because 
they give pleasure, but only in so far as they give esthetic pleasure ; 
and the nature of the presentation that gives zsthetic pleasure is the 
matter to be ascertained.” This is true; but it does not seem to me to 
be true that anything gives us an z#mediate pleasure as a direct object 
of thought, except for the reason that it is beautiful. Things some- 
times give us pleasure in an indirect way, because they bring with 
them agreeable associations, or because we expect that they will lead to 
something that is in itself agreeable. Again, some mere sensations are 
pleasant. But these are not objects of thought at all, I cannot think 
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however, requires some qualification. What gives immediate 
pleasure to one person may not give the same to another. 
To an uncultured mind the reading of a Greek tragedy 
would give but little pleasure ; and even the pleasure given 
to such a mind by a play of Shakspere would probably not 
be an immediate pleasure given by the object itself. Yet 
men are more and more coming to hold that beauty and 
ugliness are not mere matters of individual taste, but have 
a certain objective reality. In judging of Beauty, in fact, 
just as in judging of Truth or Goodness, we do not take 
the consciousness of any given individual as the standard, 
but rather refer to the highest universe that we know. We 
do not consider that to be in the highest sense beautiful 
which merely gives an immediate pleasure to the natural 
man, but only that which would give an immediate pleasure 
to the man who had attained to the point of view of rational 
insight. If this were quite strictly interpreted, the point of 
view from which we judge of Beauty would be absolutely 
identified with that from which we judge of Truth and 
Goodness ; so that we might say with the Stoics, drt povoy 
ayaov To Kadoy, or with Keats, “ Beauty is Truth, Truth 
Beauty.” But if we were to interpret in this strict sense, it 
would be impossible for us, in our present undeveloped 
state, to have any judgment of Beauty whatever. What we 
generally do is rather to distinguish higher and lower kinds 
of Beauty. What satisfies the taste of the child or of the 
undeveloped man, we regard as beautiful in a lower sense ; 
while the highest forms of Beauty—especially what we call 
the “ Sublime ”—not only satisfy the most developed taste, 


of anything which is an object of thought, and of which the present- 
ation gives an immediate pleasure, which is not also beautiful. Such an 
object, indeed, seems to me to be what we mean by a beautiful object— 
though subject to the qualification made in the text above. 
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but haunt us with a suggestion of something higher and 
more beautiful than themselves. 

So long, then, as we are not speaking of the absolute 
Beauty and the absolute Goodness, but only of Beauty and 
Goodness as we know them here and now, there is a clearly 
marked distinction between them. Goodness is the struggle 
towards the highest ideal universe ; whereas Beauty is found 
in an object that has in itself a relative harmony and 
completeness that gives a certain satisfaction to a well- 
developed mind. Looking at it in this way, we can easily 
understand why the goodness of an action or of a character 
is not necessarily proportionate to its Beauty. A “ beautiful 
soul” must not enter too much into the struggles of the 
actual world: its beauty lies in its perfect harmony and 
adjustment within the sphere in which its life is passed. It 
must grow like a flower; and its actions must flow from it 
as if they were given by an inspiration.1 The man of 
strenuous goodness, on the other hand—the active moral 
reformer—generally appears, at least relatively, as ‘‘ without 
form or comeliness.” Thus, to take recent examples, the 
life of a man like Emerson seems to impress us more witha 
sense of beauty than that of Carlyle or Browning, even if we 
recognize that, from a moral point of view, the latter writers 
have struggled at least as earnestly with the problems of life. 
Beauty is a realization, whereas Goodness is a struggle.” 


1 Cf above, p. 30. See also Bosanquet’s History of Esthetic, p. 457, 
where he speaks of ‘‘the characteristic utterance that genuinely issues 
from the fulness of a man’s heart” as being necessarily beautiful. Such 
an utterance (at least in action as distinguished from speech) can seldom 
be found in the struggle with complicated and refractory conditions 
where much reflection is required. Reflective morality lacks im- 
mediacy. 

2 ** Poetic genius must live in fruition, not in aspiration—must be at 
peace and not at war with the world ; it must be able to see good in the 
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Hence, Beauty is at once higher and lower than Goodness. 
It is higher, in as far as attainment is higher than effort. It 
is lower, in as far as the struggle towards perfection is higher 
than the satisfaction with any actual attainment. But this 
latter remark does not apply to the very highest kinds of 
Beauty ; because these are a realization only in the sense 
that they contain a living presentment of an unattained 
ideal.! The greatest art, indeed, often contents itself simply 
with the clear and forcible statement of the ultimate prob- 
lems of our existence ; the beauty of it consisting simply in 
the conviction which such a presentation brings with it, 
that the problems in their last and sternest form must be 
on the verge of solution. It is thus that by a great “pity 
and terror” it “purges” us of our own more paltry fears. 

The appreciation of this highest kind of Beauty is closely 
akin to religion ; and to the consideration of this it is now 
time to pass. 


heart of evil, it must grasp as attained what others see only as a distant 
hope. The poet cannot be one who has had to trample upon his 
natural life in order to make room for moral freedom, or one who has 
lost the vividness of the sensuous present in order to grasp at an idea. 
He must remain at one with himself as in happy childhood, and main- 
tain an unbroken life in spite of all fightings within and contradictions 
without. For if he does not, a false note will get into his song ; it will 
become a wail for a lost past, a complaint against time and fortune, or 
an aspiration after the unattainable, instead of an echo of the divine 
word that ‘all is good.’”—Caird’s Zssays on Literature and Philosophy, 
Vol. I., pp. 60-1. 

1 It must be allowed, however, that even very high ideals of Beauty 
are apt to present themselves as somewhat antagonistic to the work of 
the practical reformer. Thus, it is difficult entirely to justify the 
attitude of Goethe towards active reforms. Such a man as Mazzini or 
even Arndt could not but feel intensely repelled by it. Cf, however, 
Appendix B, Note III. ; and, for some further remarks on Art, see 
Note VI, 


CHAPTER XVII. 


THE RELATION OF ETHICS TO RELIGION. 


‘¢ All religion was here to remind us, better or worse, of what we 
already know better or worse, of the quite zzfmite difference there 
is between a Good man and a Bad; to bid us love infinitely the one, 
abhor and avoid infinitely the other,—strive infinitely to de the one, and 
not to be the other.” —CARLYLE. 


§ 1. THE ETHICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF RELIGION.— Matthew 
Arnold, as is well known, defined religion as “morality 
touched with emotion.” ‘ This,” remarks Mr. Muirhead,! 
‘does not carry us far. Emotion is not a distinctive mark of 
religious conduct. All conduct ... is touched with emotion, 
otherwise it would not be conduct at all.” This criticism is 
perhaps not entirely fair. All conduct is in a sense touched 
with emotion—z.e. it involves an element of feeling. So 
does all conscious life. But this need not prevent us from 
distinguishing between emotional and unemotional acts and 
states. In ordinary life the element of feeling is to all 
intents in abeyance. It influences us quietly, but does not 
rise into prominence. We do what is in harmony with our 
habits and convictions; we shun what is in discord with 
them: but our attention is not specially directed to the 
agreeableness of the one or the disagreeableness of the 
other. The one does not thrill us, and the other does not 
jar upon us or shock us. ‘This is the case so long as we 


1 Llements of Ethics, p. 168. 
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are living steadily within the universe to which we have 
become habituated. And we are so living throughout the 
greater part of that conduct which we describe as moral. 
Even the saint or hero may perform saintly or heroic acts 
with no consciousness that he is doing anything particular, 
The more entirely he is absorbed in his work, the more 
likely is this to be the case. Still more is it the case that 
the ‘good neighbour” and the “honest citizen” go about 
their avocations, for the most part, with no particular stir- 
rings of the breast. On the other hand, I think Matthew 
Arnold was so far in the right, that the religious attitude, 
as distinguished from the moral, is always characterized 
(as is also the artistic) by a strongly-marked emotion. 
Still, I agree with Mr. Muirhead in thinking that Matthew 
Arnold’s definition is inadequate, and this for more reasons 
than one. 

In the first place, although it seems an exaggeration to 
say that a/7 conduct is in any special sense characterized 
by emotion, yet conduct is frequently emotional without 
being, in any ordinary sense of the term, religious. Con- 
duct becomes emotional whenever our attention is strongly 
directed to some end, affected by our conduct, which we 
have come to regard as supremely important. Now this 
end may or may not be of such a kind as we ordinarily 
designate religious. In a hotly-contested political election, 
a man may perform his duty as a citizen under a strong 
emotional influence, which in some cases has been so 
powerful as to produce death. Yet we should scarcely say 
that his conduct is more religious than that of the good 
workman who carefully finishes his job, without feeling that 
anything particular is at stake. Or again, when one of the 
parents of a large family suddenly dies, leaving the whole 
responsibility on the shoulders of the other, the sense of 
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this new responsibility, in a conscientious person, will 
generally cause the ordinary duties of the family to be, for 
some time at least, performed with a keener feeling than 
before of the issues that are at stake. Yet we should 
scarcely say that it is thereby rendered more religious. Or 
again, when King David, according to the Biblical narrative, 
poured out the water that was brought to him, because it 
had been purchased at too dear a risk, his act was moral ; 
he did it from a sense of duty ; and we can scarcely doubt 
that it was accompanied by a keen emotion: but should 
we describe it as a specially religious act?! The truth is 
that the emotional quality of our actions depends largely 
on the question whether they are habitual acts, acts that 
belong to the ordinary universe within which we live, or 
whether we are rising into an unfamiliar universe. Now it 
may be readily granted that religion, in any real sense of 
the word, cannot be reduced to habit: it is always an 
uplifting of our souls, and consequently always involves 
emotion. But conduct may involve strong and deep emotion 
and yet not be specially religious. 

But, in the second place, Matthew Arnold’s definition 
seems to err not merely by including much which would 
not, in any ordinary sense, be regarded as religion, but also 
by excluding much which would naturally fall under that 
category. Some religions have scarcely any direct bearing 
on the moral life. Even the religion of the Greeks, one of 
the most beautiful and typical of all religions, was largely 
a worship of the powers of nature. Their gods were not 


1 In the actual narrative (1 Chronicles, xi. 18) a religious turn is 
given to the act by the statement that David ‘‘poured it out to the 
Lord.” But the act would have been substantially the same, and might 
have had substantially the same emotional accompaniment, without 
this addition, 
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conspicuously respectable ; and though in an indirect way 
they had an ennobling influence on Greek life, yet they were 
not consciously set up as models of moral conduct, nor did 
the worship of them involve any direct incitement to virtue. 
And the same is true of many other forms of religion.! It 
cannot, therefore, be said that religion is always to be 
regarded as immediately connected with the moral life. 
§ 2. THE RELATION OF RELIGION TO ART.—The connec- 
tion of religion with Ethics, in fact, appears to be very similar 
to the connection of art with Ethics ; and we may understand 
the connection better by noticing the relation of art to 
religion. Carlyle was fond of reminding us of the con- 
nection between the terms “ Worship” and ‘“ Worthship.” 
What we worship is what we regard as having supreme 
worth or value. Religion, in short, like art, is concerned 
with ideals. But while the ideals of art are beautiful 
objects that yield an immediate satisfaction, the ideals of 
religion are rather objects that are regarded as having 
supreme and ultimate worth. In their immediate aspect 
they may have “no beauty that we should desire them.” 
For the same reason the ideals of religion must be regarded 
as ¢rue. Art, aiming at an immediate satisfaction, may be 
partly dream. No doubt, if it is to be great art, it must 
keep close to reality ; and even its most imaginative creations 
must express some inner truth in nature or in morals. 
Indeed, in its highest forms art approaches very closely to 
religion. But still it is never necessary that the creations 
1 £.g., the Scandinavian. The religion of the Romans, on the other 
hand, was strongly moral (cf Froude’s Cesar, p. 12). No doubt, even 
the Scandinavian and early German mythologies contained some 
strongly-marked ethical traits: ¢f Carlyle’s Heroes and Hero- Worship, 
sect. I., and Prof. Pfleiderer’s article on ‘‘ The National Traits of the 
Germans as seen in their Religion,” in the /wlernational Journal of 


Ethics for October, 1892 (Vol. III., No. 1, pp. 2—7). 
M. E. ns 
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of art should be absolutely true. It is enough that they 
should be beautiful suggestions of truth. Even in the 
highest regions of art, such a work as Shakspere’s Tempest 
has no literal truth. There are no Calibans or Ariels; nor 
is it necessary for our appreciation of the play that we 
should actually believe that there are any. We can feel 
the whole beauty of it, and yet be well aware that all the 
creations in it are “such stuff as dreams are made of.” 
Religion, on the other hand, gives us ideals which are re- 
garded as realities, and even as the most real of things. 
The Homeric gods, as depicted in the poems, are poetic 
creations; and there is no necessity for supposing them 
to be anything but dreams—szgnzficant dreams, no doubt, 
but still dreams. As worshipped by the Greek people, on 
the other hand, the gods were necessarily regarded as 
realities. Hegel, indeed, has contrasted the Greek with the 
Christian religion, by saying that the gods of the former 
were mere creations of the imagination. This is partly true. 
The Greeks were an artistic much more than a religious 
people; and their gods never became, in any complete 
sense, definitely established objects of belief. But just to 
this extent they remained poetry rather than religion. So 
also in the Christian religion there are many mythical 
elements which have been made subjects of poetry 
and of various forms of artistic representation. We may 
admire the paintings of Jesus and of the Virgin, and feel an 
artistic pleasure in the contemplation of them, without 
believing that they are anything more than _ beautiful 
dreams.? But the man who takes Jesus as a supreme object 


1 See Wallace’s Logic of Hegel, p. 233. 

? No doubt there are stages of human development at which the 
distinction here indicated is scarcely perceived. To the Greeks, for 
instance, Homer supplied poetry, philosophy, and religion all in one, 
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of worship necessarily regards him as real and as the greatest 
of realities. 

§ 8. Tue Necessity or Rericion.—Religion, being thus 
akin to art, is related to Ethics in somewhat the same way 
as art is. It carries us, in a sense, beyond the moral life, 
by raising us to the idea of a sphere of attainment beyond 
the sphere of mere struggle. And this it does, not, like 
art, in the way of hint and suggestion, but rather in the 
way of definite conviction. Such convictions are a necessity 
of man’s life—a necessity partly intellectual and partly 
moral! Both on the intellectual and on the moral side 
this necessity may be said to arise from a consciousness of 
the incompleteness and inadequacy of our experience. On 
the purely intellectual side this presents itself as a feeling of 
wonder at the inexplicable in nature. Out of this wonder, 
as Plato taught, all science arises. But the imagination 
outruns science, and creates explanations for itself; and 
even after science has done its best, there remains a sense 
of unexplained mystery into which we still seek to press. 


And so, no doubt, it was to some extent in the great ages of Medieval 
art. At such periods the significance of art for a nation’s life is much 
greater than it is after the three provinces have been more rigidly 
divided. ‘* However excellent,” says Hegel, ‘‘ we think the statues of 
the Greek gods, however nobly and perfectly God the Father and Christ 
and Mary may be portrayed, it makes no difference, our knees no 
longer bend.” See Bosanquet’s History of A sthetic, p. 344, and cf. 
Caird’s Hegel, pp. 111-12, Of course, the clearer distinction in modern 
times between art and philosophy or religion need not in the end cause 
our art to be less perfect or less serious than that of the ancient world. 
For we may still recognize that art is the best expression of all that is 
deepest in philosophy and religion. But it is necessarily dethroned 
from its former unique position. Homer and Dante may have been 
treated as authorities: Shakspere and Goethe are regarded only as 
exponents and illustrators. But perhaps they have gained in breadth 
what they have lost in height. Cf Bosanquet, of. c7t., p. 469. 
1 See Caird’s Philosophy of Religion, chap. iv. 
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On the moral side, in like manner, there is a sense of in- 
adequacy in our ordinary experience—a want of complete- 
ness in our lives, a want of poetic justice in our fates. It 
is chiefly on this side that religion touches on Ethics. But 
even the demand for intellectual explanation expresses a 
moral need. It is the desire to be at home within our 
universe, and not to be confronted at every turn with alien 
mysteries. In an unintelligible world we could not lead 
a moral life, because we should not know what ends to 
propose to ourselves, or how to set about realizing them.? 
Hence even when the imagination constructs myths to 
explain the formation of the clouds or the motion of the 
sun, it is indirectly serving morality. It saves us from that 
prosaic abandonment in which the higher life expires—that 
state in which, as Wordsworth complains, “ Little we see in 
nature that is ours.” Natural religions, like that of the 
Greeks, save us in some measure from this. They enable 
us in the presence of nature to 


‘* Have glimpses that may make us less forlorn ; 
Have sight of Proteus rising from the sea ; 
Or hear old Triton blow his wreathéd horn.” 


Even here, then, the religious imagination comes to the aid 
of the moral life. Still, it is chiefly in so far as it supplies 
a relief from the inadequacy of the moral life itself that 
religion touches on Ethics. On this aspect we must now 
look a little more closely. 

§ 4. THe FarLure or Lire.—Those who fix their atten- 


1 It is chiefly for this reason that intellectual scepticism is apt to have 
a detrimental effect on the moral life. This effect was strongly in- 
sisted on by Plato, and, in more recent times, by Carlyle. Descartes 
also, in the pursuit of his intellectual scepticism, felt the need of guard- 
ing himself against its moral accompaniment. See his Discourse on 
Method, Part III. Burke also emphasized this point. 
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tion on the lives of individuals have always sufficient ground 
for Pessimism. Even the most favoured human beings 
attain only a small part of what they hope; and what they 
hope is generally but a small part of what they would wish 
to be able to hope. And a large proportion of the human 
race scarcely seem to get the length of hope at all. Nor 
is it merely that the average individual does not get so 
much out of life as he could wish. The apparent unfairness 
of fate is equally galling. Sometimes the sight of the 
wicked flourishing “like the green bay tree” offends the 
moral sense even more than the failures of the righteous ; 
and this not from envy, but from a sense of injustice. 

§ 5. Tue FaiLure or Society.—Some consolation may 
be found, indeed, for the failure of the individual life in the 
confidence that society at least goes on advancing. But 
the progress of society can scarcely be regarded as com- 
pensating for individual failure. Society is not an entity 
apart from the individuals who compose it; and if the 
individuals fail, society cannot have wholly succeeded. It 
might be argued, indeed, that it is moving towards success, 
towards some “far-off divine event.” Still no such event 
could be morally satisfactory if it were reached, so to speak, 
by trampling over the fallen bodies of generations of men 
who “‘all died not having received the promises.”? And 
even the poor comfort that society advances, does not seem 
an altogether certain hope. In nearly all ages wise men 
have been inclined to think that they and their generation 
were no better than their fathers; and even if we can on 
the whole trace a line of progress through the lives of 


"1 This point is strikingly emphasized in Prof. A. Seth’s pamphlet on 
The Present Position of the Philosophical Sciences, near the end. Cf 
also his Hegelianism and Personality, p. 228. With much of what is 
said in both these places, however, I do not agree. 
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nations, “yet progress has many receding waves,” and in 
nearly every case it seems to be followed in the end by a 
period of corruption and decline. And even such progress 
as there is, appears only to lead in an asymptotical way to 
the goal that we hope for. The highest civilizations that 
have ever been achieved, have been accompanied by cor- 
rupting luxury on the one hand and degrading toil and 
misery on the other; and there has never been a time at 
which the most deeply moral natures have not been made 
to feel that, in some important respects, the world was out 
of joint, and that neither they nor any others were born to 
set it right. Is there, it may well be asked, any sober and 
certain ground for supposing that it will ever be otherwise ? 
If not, we must regard society as having failed, just as, 
for the most part, the individual life is perceived to 
fail. 

§ 6. THE FatLurE oF ArT.—Conscious of the failure of 
life and society, many of the finest natures have taken 
refuge in art. Matthew Arnold, in one of the most striking 
of his poems,? represents Goethe as turning from the vain 
strife of his age, after having exposed its weaknesses, and 
proclaiming to his contemporaries as their last resort—“ Art 
still has truth, take refuge there.” And indeed in the same 
poem Matthew Arnold describes the message of Wordsworth 
to his generation, though in very different language, as being 
yet substantially the same. Seeing the folly and confusion 
of the actual world around him, he taught his age to set it 
aside, and seek relief in feeling. But this is a somewhat 
treacherous refuge. ‘Art for Art’s sake” is a shallow doc- 
trine at the best. It is true in a sense that art is play. 


1 Sorley’s Zthics of Naturalism, p. 272. 
2 Memorial Verses. 
3 See Bosanquet’s History of A2sthetic, p. 457. 
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Ernst ist das Leben, heiter ist die Kunst Men may seek 
a temporary relief in it from the struggle of life; and it may 
be a not unworthy:commendation to say of a great poet— 


‘The cloud of mortal destiny, 
Others will front it fearlessly— 
But who, like him, will put it by ?” 


But even this service can be rendered to us by art only so 
long as it is believed by us to be a revelation of a deeper 
truth in things.? Ifit is taken merely as art, merely as a 
beautiful dream, it sinks into play, becomes a mere refined 
amusement, and loses all its real power over the human 
spirit. There could hardly be any worse sign of an age 
than that it regards art as a mere amusement, as a mere 
escape from the graver problems of life. In the great ages 
of art, there has always been a faith behind the art 
—a belief that it symbolizes truths that are eternal, and 
that can be expressed, though with an unspeakable loss 
of adequacy and completeness, in sober prose* as well as 
in the form of artistic dreams, Their art was, indeed, in 
a sense, play ; but it was a playful mode of giving utterance 
to the exuberance of a nation’s faith, and as such it had the 
highest beauty and value. But as a desperate escape from 
scepticism it could have no such worth. Its dreams, if 
they were supposed to be altogether unreal, would only 


1 «Tife is serious, art is joyous.”—Schiller. Cf Bosanquet’s History 
of Aésthetic, p. 296. 

2 On the relation of Beauty to Truth, see Caird’s Essays om Literature 
and Philosophy, Vol. 1., pp. 54—65, 151—154, &c. ; and cf Bosanquet’s 
History of Zisthelic, pp. 336, 458—460, &c. 

3 “¢ We cannot give the name of sacred poet to the ‘idle singer of an 
empty day,’ but only to him who can express the deepest and widest 
interests of human life.”—Caird, Joc. czt., p. 154. Cf. also Caird’s 
Critical Philosophy of Kant, vol. ii., pp. 465-6. 

4 Dante actually gave a prose interpretation of his Divine Comedy. 
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make the emptiness of life the more conspicuous! We 
might still feel that they were beautiful; but it would be 
like the beautifying of a sepulchre full of dead men’s bones. 
The soul would have gone out of them. 

§%. Tue DEMAND FOR THE INFINITE.—‘ Man’s Unhap- 
piness,” says Carlyle, “comes of his greatness. It is because 
there is an Infinite in him which with all his cunning he 
cannot quite bury under the finite.” The ideal unity of 
our self-consciousness demands a perfectly harmonious and 
intelligible universe ; and this cannot be found so long as 
we see the world in its finite aspect, as a series of isolated 
events set over against each other. Art partly breaks down 
this finitude, and lets us see the infinite significance of it 
shining through.? But it does this in a form that is not 
quite adequate to the truth—a form that is partly playful ; 
and we return from its ideals to the actual world with all 
our discontent again—sometimes, indeed, with our discon- 
tent deepened and intensified. Art reaches its intuitions of 
truth, as Browning put it, “at first leap”; and often, when 
reflection supervenes, we find that what we have received 


1 Some suggestive remarks on the possibility of making art a substi- 
tute for religion will be found in Diihring’s Zrsatz der Religion, pp. 106 
—11I. See also Caird’s Hegel, pp. 37-8. 

2 Carlyle says (Heroes and Hero-Worship, Lect. 111.) that music is 
‘a kind of inarticulate unfathomable speech, which leads us to the edge 
of the Infinite, and lets us for moments gaze into that.” Cf also Caird’s 
flegel, pp. 112—114 ; and see the passage quoted from Hegel in Bosan- 
quet’s History of Esthetic, p. 361. ‘‘ For in art we have to do with no 
mere toy of pleasure or of utility, but with the liberation of the mind from 
the content and forms of the finite, with the presence and union of the 
Absolute within the sensuous and phenomenal, and with an unfolding 
of truth which is not exhausted in the evolution of nature, but reveals 
itself in the world-history, of which it constitutes the most beautiful 
aspect and the best reward for the hard toil of reality and the tedious 
labours of knowledge.” 
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is not a solution of our problems, but at most the suggestion 
of a solution. What we require is an ideal which shall at 
the same time be absolutely real. 

§ 8.1. THE Two InrinitEs.—Now there are two main 
forms in which we become aware of the infinite as a reality 
within our experience—what we may call the purely intellec- 
tual form and the moral form. These two are well expressed 
by Kant in a familiar passage, in which he states the two 
great objects of reverence.? ‘Two things fill the mind with 
ever new and increasing admiration and awe, the oftener and 
the more steadily we reflect on them: te starry heavens 
above and the moral law within. I have not to search for 
them and conjecture them as though they were veiled in 
darkness or were in the transcendent region beyond my 
horizon ; I see them before me and connect them directly 
with the consciousness of my existence. The former 
begins from the place I occupy in the external world of 
sense, and enlarges my connection therein to an unbounded 
extent with worlds upon worlds and systems of systems. . . . 
The second begins from my invisible self, my personality, 
and exhibits me in a world which has true infinity, but 
which is traceable only by the understanding, and with 
which I discern that I am not in a merely contingent but 
in a universal and necessary connection. ... The former 
view of a countless multitude of worlds annihilates as it 
were my importance as an amimal creature, which after it 
has been for a short time provided with vital power, one 

1 The substance of §§ 8—11 has already appeared in an article on 
‘‘The Three Religions” in the Jxternational Journal of Ethics for 
January and April, 1892. 

2 Conclusion of Critique of Practical Reason (Abbott’s translation), 
p. 260. Cf also Janet’s Theory of Marais, Book ILI., chap. xii., where 
the whole subject of the relation of Ethics to Religion is treated in a 
suggestive way. 
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knows not how, must again give back the matter of which 
it was formed to the planet it inhabits (a mere speck in the 
universe). The second, on the contrary, infinitely elevates 
my worth as an /w/ed/igence by my personality, in which the 
moral law reveals to me a life independent on animality and 
even on the whole sensible world, at least so far as may be 
inferred from the destination assigned to my existence by 
this law, a destination not restricted to conditions and limits 
of this life, but reaching into the infinite.” These two 
reverences, separately or in combination, may be said to 
furnish the basis of religious worship. When the first is 
taken alone, it gives rise to Pantheism or to Agnosticism: 
when the second is taken alone, it gives rise to Monotheism 
or to the Religion of Humanity. When the two are 
combined, we have a more complete form of religion. 

§ 9. Tue First Reticion.—The first form of reverence, 
then, in which the demand for the infinite is recognized, is 
the worship of Nature in the boundlessness of its extent and 
power. In its crudest form this religion is summed up in 
the saying that “ All is God.” This form of worship rises 
very naturally in our minds when we are brought face to 
face with the great elemental forces of nature. ‘‘ What is 
man,” we are then tempted to exclaim, “that he should be 
put in comparison with the infinity of the material universe !” 
This point of view is materialistic, and is scarcely dis- 
tinguishable from Atheism. It is, however, a superficial 
view. The infinity which is reached by the mere adding 
on of an endless number of parts is what Hegel called “the 
bad infinite.” Such an infinity is in no way more satisfying 
to our minds than the finite is. The mere fact that we 
cannot get to an end of a thing does not add anything to 
its value. The blank emptiness of space, for instance, has 
no worth for us, The deeper Pantheism is distinguished 
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from this superficial one, in that its meaning is summed up, 
not in the saying that “‘ All is God,” but that “God is all” 
—1z.é¢. that the finite world is an unreality, and that the 
ultimate reality is the spiritual power behind it. This view 
is developed, with great force and suggestiveness, in the 
Lthics of Spinoza. Since, however, it rests on the mere 
negative of the finite, it ends either in the assertion of blank 
nothingness as the ultimate reality (the Nirvana of the 
Buddhists), or in the assertion of some ultimate reality of 
which nothing can be known (the Unknowable of Mr. Her- 
bert Spencer). This infinity of emptiness is in the end quite 
as unsatisfactory (both from an intellectual and from a moral 
point of view) as the infinity of an inexhaustible aggregate. 
§10. THE SEeconD RELIciIon.—The second religion is the 
worship of the moral law in the absoluteness of its authority. 
In order, however, that this may be made an object of 
reverence, it requires to be regarded as embodied in some 
concrete form. The simplest form is that of a supreme 
Law-giver, as in the religion of the Jews. The unsatisfac- 
toriness of this view arises from the fact that such a Law- 
giver has to be thought of as external to that to which he 
gives the law. He deals with a refractory material. He 
requires, therefore, to be thought of as in some sense finite,! 
being limited by a world outside. Accordingly, this view 
leads readily to Manicheism, the belief in an infinite Devil 
as well as an infinite God. Other methods of escape are 
(x) to say frankly, like J. S. Mill, that God is not infinite 
at all,2 which deprives us of that supreme satisfaction which 
the infinite alone can give; or (2) to abandon the idea of a 
personal God, and assert only a progressive realization of 


1 In which case this view would become identical with Mill's, 
2 A similar view is developed in a recent book entitled Riddles of the 


Sphinx. 
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the moral ideal. This latter resource appears in the Religion 
of Humanity, instituted by Auguste Comte,! in which the 
human race as a whole is represented as a Great Being 
struggling forward against the opposing tendencies of an 
unintelligent and unintelligible nature. A similar view is to 
be found in Matthew Arnold’s idea of a “‘ Power, not our- 
selves, that makes for righteousness.” The inherent weak- 
ness of any such position is that it leaves an irreconcilable 
dualism in our world. Evil is left unaccounted for, and we 
have no assurance that it will be finally overcome with good. 

§ 11. THe Tuirp Reticion.—It is one of the supreme 
merits of the Christian religion that it combines these two 
infinites so completely. The God of Christianity is con- 
ceived at once as the infinite Power revealed in nature, and 
as the source and end of the moral ideal. It enables men 
to see in the world outside them the working out of their 
own moral aspirations,” to believe that ‘‘ morality is the 
nature of things,” and to have confidence, not indeed that 
‘“‘whatever is, is right,” but that “ whatever is right, is” — 
Zz. é., aS Carlyle put it, that ‘the soul of the world is just,” 
that in the last resort “the Good”’ (in Plato’s phrase) is the 
only reality. Other religions have partly contained this 
same inspiring faith ; but Christianity seems to bring it out 
most clearly. 

§ 12. RELIGION AND SuPERSTITION.—It has been fre- 
quently noted that ages of religious faith tend to be rapidly 
followed by times of doubt and disbelief. The cause of this 
is not far to seek. The religious imagination, as we have 


1 For an account and criticism of this, see Caird’s Social Philosophy 
and Religion of Comte. 


* Beautifully expressed by Browning —Zfiséle from Karshish— 


‘*So through the darkness comes a human voice, 
Saying—‘ O heart I made, a heart beats here,’”’ &c. 
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already remarked, in its effort after a final explanation of the 
mysteries of things, outruns science. It cannot wait for the 
plodding processes of reasoning and verification. But these 
come afterwards ; and when they come, they generally find 
that the kernel of religious truth has been hastily wrapped 
up in a husk of superstition. The religions of the world 
have grown out of the buoyant faith of some imaginative 
and impassioned natures. To the founders of them they 
have nearly always been an inextricable blending of truth 
and poetry.t Those who came after them have seldom been 
able to catch just that point of view at which insight passed 
into beauty. The poetry evaporates, and the truth does 
not remain. The happy intuition becomes a miserable 
creed ; and the beautiful images that clustered round it turn 
into the spectres of superstition. Then, as soon as another 
man of real insight arises, the hollowness of the dogma is 
revealed, and with this revelation the entire religion appears 
to be exploded. The gods before which the rapt adoration 
of saint and poet once knelt become mere names that serve 
perhaps only to give gusto to an oath. 

§ 138. THE Morat Lire as Reticion.—The conscious- 
ness of the perishable character of religious beliefs has caused 
many of the most religious minds, especially in this century 
of ferment in which we live, to “ swallow all formulas,” and, 
avoiding any definite expression of a creed, to place their 
reliance simply upon the moral life itself, with all that it 
implies.? Conscious that they are not poets, or not poets 


1 7 ¢, their meaning takes the form of an image, which for them is 
inseparable from the meaning. As the Germans say, the Begriff (2. ¢. 
the conception or meaning) appears in the form of a Vorstellung (imag- 
inative representation). Cf Wallace’s Logic of Hegel, pp. 1—2, and 
Ixxxvii—Ixxxix. 

2 This seems to be, in the main, the attitude advocated by Prof, 
Gizycki in his Ztroduction to the Study of Ethics, chap. ix. 
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of sufficient power to be able to create a new embodiment 
for their religious convictions, they limit themselves to a 
belief that their moral ideals represent the deepest of all 
realities, and that whatever these demand, must in the last 
resort be true. A definite formulation of these ideals and 
of the demands that they bring with them may be left for 
some future Goethe to supply. This is substantially the 
attitude adopted (though with minor differences) by Carlyle 
and Emerson ; and it is certainly an attitude which is not 
unwise.!. The faith which it involves has perhaps never 
been better expressed than it was by Wordsworth in one of 
his sonnets, in which he contrasts the fleetingness of par- 
ticular objects and particular embodiments of moral action 
with the eternal worth which we must ascribe to our moral 
natures themselves— 


‘* Still glides the stream, and shall forever glide ; 
The Form remains, the Function never dies ; 
While we, the brave, the mighty, and the wise, 
We men, who in our morn of youth defied 
The elements, must vanish ;—be it so! 
Enough if something from our hands have power 
To live, and act, and serve the future hour ; 
And if, as toward the silent tomb we go, 
Through love, through hope, and faith’s transcendent dower, 
We feel that we are greater than we know.” 


But this feeling and this faith, like all other feelings and 
faiths, must, if we are to cling to it with any assurance, be 
seen to have a rational foundation. Here it is, however, 
that Ethics is made aware of its powerlessness, and stretches 
out its hands to Metaphysics. 


1 This differs from Positivism, inasmuch as it does not deny the need 
of something deeper to rest on than the actual achievements of humanity ; 
but merely avoids any definite formulation of the ideals which are postu- 
lated by the moral consciousness or of the faith which is involved in it, 
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Perhaps the shortest way in which we could sum up the 
nature of the faith here involved, would be to say that it is 
the faith that goodness is in the last resort at once the 
deepest truth and the highest beauty; or in other words, as 
already indicated in the preceding chapter, that Truth, 
Beauty, and Goodness are at bottom one and the same 
thing, viewed under different aspects. This appears to be 
the ultimate meaning of religious faith; and it seems clear 
that less than this could not satisfy our moral nature. 
The grounds on which such a faith might be maintained, 
have been partly suggested in the preceding chapter ;! but 
a final justification of it could be given only by the working 
out of a complete metaphysical system. 


1 Non-metaphysical readers may find further suggestions of the way 
in which such a faith would be vindicated, by referring to such popular 
expositions as are to be found in Caird’s Hegel, Jones’s Browning as a 
Philosophical and Religious Teacher, Royce’s Spirit of Modern Philosophy, 
and, above all, Caird’s Zvolution of Religion, For some further remarks 
on religion, see Appendix B, Note VI. 
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HINTS ON FURTHER READING. 


‘«Some books are to be tasted, others to be swallowed, and some few 
to be chewed and digested.’’-—BACON. 


THE chief function of such a handbook as this must be, like 
that of Goldsmith’s village preacher, to “allure to brighter 
worlds and lead the way.” The “brighter worlds” in this 
case are the works of the great masters of the science. To 
these frequent references have been given throughout this 
sketch ; but it may be worth while now to make a few general 
remarks upon them, and to indicate the order in which they 
may be most profitably read. The precise order in which 
they should be taken will of course depend partly on individual 
taste, and partly on the amount of time at the student’s 
disposal. 

For the majority of readers, I believe that Mill’s Ut/tart- 
anism will be found one of the most easy and interesting 
books to begin upon; and it will give a good general impres- 
sion of the Hedonistic point of view. If thought desirable, 
the concluding chapter on Justice may be omitted on a first 
reading. The study of the whole book may be accompanied 
by a reference to the criticisms contained in Sidgwick’s AZethods 
of Ethics. 

Portions of Kant ought also to be read at an early date. 
The student will soon find that modern Ethics, like modern 
Philosophy generally, turns largely upon him. The first two 
sections of the Melaphysic of Morals (to be found in Abbott’s 
Kant's Theory of Ethics) will be found comparatively easy, 
even by students who have not read anything on Metaphysics, 
and will convey a fair understanding of Kant’s general position: 
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but it is difficult to proceed far in Kant’s ethical system without 
some knowledge of his metaphysical principles.! 

The student who has mastered the general principles of Mill 
and Kant will have a fair idea of the bases of the Utilitarian 
and the Idealistic systems of morals. Those who wish to go 
more fully into the modern developments of these points of 
view must read Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics and Green’s 
Prolegomena, These are, I think, the two greatest books on 
Ethics that have been written in recent times. Of the two, 
Green’s is the more difficult to understand, on account of his 
strongly metaphysical point of view. Muirhead’s Elements 
of Ethics, however, will give the student great assistance in 
following the line of Green’s argument. 

Sidgwick’s book has the advantage of supplying the student 
not only with the best statement of the modern Utilitarian point 
of view, but also with the best criticism of Intuitionism. For 
a statement of the Intuitionist point of view by one of its own 
adherents, reference may be made to Martineau’s 7ypes of 
Ethical Theory. An elementary student, however, would 
probably find this book somewhat confusing. 

The chief books written from the Evolutionist point of view 
are Spencer’s Data of Ethics, Stephen’s Sczence of Ethics, 
and Alexander’s Moral Order and Progress Each of these 
possesses special merits of its own. Mr. Alexander’s book 
seems to me the most profound of the three; but for this very 
reason it may perhaps be the most difficult for an elementary 
student. Mr. Stephen’s book, being by a man of letters, is 
written in remarkably clear and vigorous English, and will 
probably be found the most pleasant to read. It is also in 
some respects the most suggestive. Mr. Spencer’s work has 
the advantage of forming part of a complete and comprehensive 
speculative system ; and the way in which he connects Ethics 
with the various other departments of knowledge gives his book 


1 Those who are prepared to go fully into Kant’s point of view will 
find invaluable aid in Caird’s Crétical Philosophy of Kant. 

2 Now Part I. of Zhe Principles of Ethics. 

3 Chapters v. and vi. in Darwin’s Descent of Man may also be 
referred to. But the treatment of this subject there is slight and 
superficial. 

M. E. Z 
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a peculiar interest and stimulating power, especially perhaps 
for young students. Otherwise, it does not seem to me so 
satisfactory as the work of either of the other two. 

While, however, the more recent books will naturally have a 
certain attraction for the student, he ought not to neglect the 
older masterpieces. Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Ethics are 
still in many respects the greatest works on Ethics that we 
possess ; and every serious student ought to read them at some 
point in his course. Spinoza’s Zthics is a very difficult book, 
and can only be fully appreciated by an advanced student of 
Metaphysics! The same remark is on the whole true of 
Hegel’s Philosophie des Rechts—a very great book which has 
unfortunately never been translated. Some of the most im- 
portant points in Hegel’s system are, however, reproduced in a 
simple and interesting form in Dewey’s Outlines of a Critical 
Theory of Ethics Bradley’s Ethical Studies also represents 
the Hegelian point of view; but this most interesting and stimu- 
lating work is unhappily out of print. Among other works 
of historical importance, which the student may profitably 
read, may be mentioned Butler’s Sermons and Déssertation LI. 
(“Of the Nature of Virtue”), Hume’s 7veatise on Human 
Nature, Books II. and IIL. or Dissertation on the Passions 
and Juguiry concerning the Principles of Morals, Adam Smith’s 


+ Students who desire to read Spinoza will derive great assistance 
from Principal Caird’s excellent monograph in Blackwood’s “ Philo- 
sophical Classics.”” Those who read German will find his whole 
system expounded very fully and with extraordinary clearness and. 
brilliancy in Kuno Fischer’s Geschichte der neuern Philosophie, 1. ii. 
For a shorter account, students may be referred to the article on 
“Cartesianism” in the Lucyclopedia Britannica. Spinoza, as a pure 
Determinist, and as one who wholly excludes the conception of ideals 
or of final causes, may be said to begin by denying the possibility of 
Ethics. He treats it asa positive or natural history science, not as a 
normative science. Cf. above, p. 141, xofe, But as he goes on with 
the development of his system, he is led, in spite of himself, to admit 
the conception of an ideal or end in human life, and even of a certain 
‘immanent finality” in nature. This point is well brought out by 
Principal Caird (of. cit., pp. 270, 304). 

2 Hegel’s Philosophy of fiistory (translated in Bohn’s Series) will also 
be found very interesting. 
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Theory of Moral Sentiments, Bentham’s Principles of Morals 
and Legislation, Bacon’s De Augmentis, Books VII. and VIII., 
and Hobbes’s Leviathan} 

Many other useful books might be mentioned. Students who 
read German will find Paulsen’s System der Ethik, Hoffding’s 
Ethtk, Wundt’s Ethék, Steinthal’s Allgemeine Ethik, and 
Simmel’s Eznzlettung in die Moralwissenschaft, of the greatest 
value. In French, the writings of Guyau and Fouillée will be 
found particularly suggestive: Simon’s Du Devotr and Renou- 
vier’s La Science Morale may also be referred to. For Social 
Ethics Comte’s Politigue Positive is invaluable; and among 
more recent works, the writings of Le Play are especially im- 
portant.2, I may also mention Sorley’s Ethics of Naturalism, 
Fowler’s Progressive Morality, Courtney’s Constructive Ethics, 
Clifford’s Lectures and Essays (containing some extremely 
suggestive ‘points), Lotze’s Practical Philosophy, Gizycki’s In- 
troduction to the Study of Ethics, Janet’s Theory of Morals, 
Royce’s Religious Aspect of Philosophy, Rickaby’s Moral Philo- 
sophy,* Edgeworth’s Mathematical Psychics and New and Old 


1 A fairly complete list of important English works on Ethics, 
arranged according to schools, will be found at the end of Muirhead’s 
Elements of Ethics. 

2 For a summary of Comte’s point of view, see Caird’s Soctal 
Philosophy and Religion of Comte. For the history of social Ethics 
before Comte, reference may be made to Janet’s Azstotve de la Science 
Politique; also to the same writer's Philosophie de la Révolution fran- 
gaise, Saint-Simon e le Saint-Simonisme, and Les Origines du Social- 
isme contemporain. See also Mohl’s Geschichte und Literatur der 
Staatswissenschaften. 

8 Containing extremely valuable criticisms of the Utilitarian and 
Evolutionist schools. 

4 The work of Janet, and still more decidedly that of Rickaby, are 
closely connected with Catholic Theology. I may remark here that on 
certain aspects of Ethics Roman Catholic writers are frequently superior 
to Protestants. Their superiority is partly due to the close relationship 
of Catholic thought to the great work of Aristotle and to the often 
subtle distinctions of the Schoolmen; and partly to the direct way in 
which the Roman Catholic Church brings itself to bear on the moral 
life of the people. 
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Methods of Ethics, Clark Murray’s Introduction to Ethics, 
Laurie’s Ethica, Schurman’s Kantian Ethics, Hodgson’s Theory 
of Practice, Barratt’s Physical Ethics, and Porter’s Elements of 
Moral Science. In the History of Ethics, in addition to Sidgwick’s 
History of Ethics and to the short statements contained in General 
Histories of Philosophy (¢. g. Erdmann’s, Zeller’s, and Kuno 
Fischer’s), reference may be made to Lecky’s Hzstory of European 
Morals, to Stephen’s English Thought in the Eighteenth Century, 
and (for readers of German) to Jodl’s Geschichte der Ethik. 
C. M. Williams’s recent work on Evolutional Ethics will be found 
useful with reference to that particular school. Information on 
some points of detail will also be found in Professor Bain’s 
works on Mental and Moral Science,and on The Emotions and 
the Will, and in Professor Calderwood’s Handbook of Moral 
Philosophy. Notices of current literature on the subject, as 
well as discussions on particular points, will be found from time 
to time in the pages of A/zud, of the Philosophical Review, and 
of the Zuternational Journal of Ethics 


1 Since the above was written, Professor Sterrett has edited Zhe 
Ethics of Hegel in English ; and two valuable contributions have been 
made to Applied Ethics—vzz. The Civilization of Christendom by Mr. 
Bosanquet, and Short Studies in Character by Mrs. Bryant. The 
former of these deals mainly with aspects of social progress: the latter 
is specially useful for its treatment of questions with regard to moral 
education. 


APPEND EX BG: 
ADDITIONAL NOTES. 


Note I.—On Etuics as A SCIENCE, 


IT ought to be observed that the general view of the nature 
of ethical science taken in this volume is not one that commends 
itself to all writers on the subject. Several influential writers 
hold that Ethics ought to be regarded as being concerned simply 
with a survey of the facts of the moral life (including of course 
the immoral life), on the one hand, and, on the other hand, with 
an analysis of the moral consciousness. It would thus be, on 
the one side, a branch of History and Sociology ; while, on the 
other side, it would be a department of Psychology and Meta- 
physics.1 Treated in this way, Ethics would of course have no 
practical bearing. It would be a purely theoretical science, or 
series of sciences. It appears, indeed, to be partly on this 
account that the view of Ethics now referred to has commended 
itself to so many writers on the subject. It is thought that no 
science ought to be treated as having a practical bearing. 
Certainly much confusion has-arisen from supposing that it is 
the business of purely theoretical studies to lay down practical 
precepts. One of the most recent and striking examples of 
such a confusion is to be found in the study of Political Economy ; 
and, accordingly, we now find such a writer as Professor 


1 The most emphatic and consistent upholder of this view is Dr. Georg 
Simmel. See his Zznlettung tn die Moralwissenschaft throughout, espe- 
cially Vol. IL, p. III. A similar view, however, seems to be implied 
in some of the statements of Mr. Bradley, Z¢hical Studies, pp. 174-5. 
For some criticisms on these statements I may refer to the Zwfernational 
Journal of Ethics, Vol. IIl., no. 4, pp. 507 sgg. Cf. tbid., Vol. IV., 
no. 3, pp. 160—173. 
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Marshall insisting! that “in every practical problem common 
sense is the ultimate arbiter... It is not the function of any 
science to lay down practical precepts or to prescribe rules of 
life.” And certainly, if Ethics is to be treated simply as a 
particular science, like Political Economy or Geology, this 
remark would apply to it as well as to any other science. The 
student of the facts of the moral life—e. g. the criminologist—is 
certainly not called upon to lay down practical principles, any 
more than is the student of political, commercial, or artistic 
history. In all such cases “the teaching of history” may be 
expected to throw some light on practical problems; but it 
would be most misleading to make any direct application of 
such light to the guidance of practical affairs. Similarly, the 
student of the psychology of the moral consciousness—~. é. of the 
development of desire and will and other elements in the moral 
life—does not aim at any direct application of his results to 
practice. Hence, if we understand Ethics to be simply a 
collection of such psychological and historical truths, it would 
not be a practical science, any more than pure deductive 
economics or economic history. But if Ethics were to be 
regarded in this way, there would be a certain absurdity in 
treating it as a separate subject at all.? If it involves a some- 
what violent abstraction to treat economic history apart from 
the other aspects of human development, it would be still more 
violent in the case of moral history. An attempt to treat 
morals in this way would almost inevitably lead to a narrow 
view of what the moral life is to be taken as including. A// 
history is moral history; for it is all an account of human 
activity in the pursuit of ends. Similarly, it would be a 


1 Principles of Economics, Vol. I., p. 83. Asa matter of fact, how- 
ever, economists have from the first supplied direct guidance to practical 
life. This guidance was no doubt partly mischievous, because not 
enough account was taken of sides of life other than the purely 
economic, It is the business of Ethics to take a more comprehensive 
view of the end to be aimed at. 

2 This is admitted by Dr. Simmel. See Einleitung in die Moral- 
wissenschaft, Vol. I., p. III. Mr. Bradley also confesses to a dislike of 
Moral Philosophy, which is natural on his theory. See, for instance, 
Appearance and Reality, p. 436. 


APPENDIX. B. 327 


violent abstraction to separate the psychology of desire and 
will from the psychology of the other elements in our mental 
life. If Ethics could not be anything but a hotch-potch 
of psychology and history, it would probably be better to 
abolish the subject altogether. Treated in this abstract way, 
the psychology would be sure to be superficial and the history 
inaccurate. The element which is peculiar to Ethics, and which 
alone seems to justify its study as a separate department of 
knowledge, is the presence in it of the conception of an absolute 
end or ideal in human life. The growth of such a conception 
may, indeed, be treated by psychology ; but it is not the business 
of psychology to consider its validity. Metaphysics, no doubt, 
may deal with this question ; and I confess I do not see how 
Ethics can be finally separated from Metaphysics. But, seeing 
that Metaphysics has to deal with the fundamental principles 
of ail sciences, the fact that it deals with Ethics among others 
need not invalidate the claim of the latter toa certain independ- 
ence. Now if Ethics is to be regarded, as I have regarded it, 
as being concerned with the final end or ideal of human 
activity, then the distinction between theory and practice must 
to a large extent be broken down. The end or ideal is the 
stimulating and guiding principle in practice ; and to understand 
it is to understand how practice may be stimulated and guided. 
It is true that, even so, Ethics will not tell us what in particular 
we are to do. “Common sense” must still be the “ultimate 
arbiter” on this point. For our action in any particular case 
will depend not merely on our understanding of the final end 
or ideal, but also on our understanding of the relation of our 
particular circumstances to that end. If Ethics could instruct 
us about this, the time would be ripe for conducting life by 
machinery. Happily we have not got so far as that ; and hence 
the art of conduct remains distinct from the science of the ideal. 
Otherwise life would come to an end; just as thought would 
come to an end, if the particulars of experience could be evolved 
analytically out of our inner consciousness. Yet just as it is 
true that we interpret experience by means of conceptions 
which are not merely empirical; so it is true that we judge 
conduct by means of an ideal which is not merely empirical. 
To understand this ideal, therefore, is to clarify the moral 
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judgment, and is in that sense practical. It is not to tell us 
what in particular we are to do; it is not even to furnish us 
with definite rules to be applied in particular cases. But 
assuredly it is to enlighten us with respect to the principles by 
which common sense is to be guided in its practical judgments. 
Common Sense is not an oracle. It is guided by principles 
which, as mere common sense, it does not understand. And so 
long as it does not understand its principles it is blind and 
blundering. It is the business of Ethics to enlighten and 
guide common sense, to bring its underlying principles to clear 
consciousness, to criticise them and see exactly within what 
limits they are valid.t 


Note IJ.—On THE MEANING OF “ OUGHT.” 


THE question discussed in the preceding Note is closely 
connected with the question whether Ethics should be regarded 
as being concerned with what “ought to be” or with what “is.” 
To some extent, indeed, this question is answered when it is 
pointed out that Ethics is concerned with an end or ideal, not 
with historical or psychological facts. But the question is 
complicated by an ambiguity in the word “is.” Most of those 
who have sought to get rid of the “ought” in Ethics have 
meant that it is impossible to define any ultimate end or ideal 
for human action, and that we must content ourselves with the 
psychological fact that men seek this or that particular end 
(e.g. pleasure), or with the historical fact that men act in this 
or that particular way. It is in this sense that the “ought” is 
excluded by Bentham? and by Simmel. They reduce the 


1 There is an excellent discussion by Professor Dewey on the bearing 
of moral theory on practice in the /ternational Journal of Ethics, 
Vol. I., Ne. 2. His treatment, however, seems to me to be partly 
vitiated by a certain want of clearness in the explanation of what is 
meant by ‘‘ought.’” See following Note. Some good remarks on 
moral theory and practice will also be found in Fouillée’s Education 
Jrom a National Standpoint, pp. 206-8. 

2 Cf. above, chap. vi., § 6, Note. 

3 Simmel explains (Moralwissenschaft, 1., pp. 33, 57, I1., p. 310, etc.) 
that the “‘ought” is on one side a mode of willing, on the other side a 
weakened form of “‘ must.” On both sides it is simply an ‘‘is,” 
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“ought to be” to a merely empirical “is.” It is in quite a 
different sense that Hegel insists! on the fact that every 
“ought to be” must rest on an “is.” In fact, it is in the 
opposite sense. Hegel does not mean that we cannot define 
an ideal, but rather that the ideal is that which alone has any 
ultimate reality. To maintain this, however, is to pass over 
into the sphere of religion and metaphysics. From the religious 
point of view it is no doubt necessary to maintain that whatever 
ought to be must be; and indeed even from the ethical point 
of view the “ought to be” seems unintelligible except as an 
expression of the deeper meaning of reality. This I have 
endeavoured to bring out in the course of my treatment. To 
say this, however, is not to deny the fact that Ethics deals with 
an “ought.” To explain an ideal is not to explain it away. 
However true it may be that the ideal of the moral life is the 
deepest of realities, it is still certain that the moral life is a 
process, a pursuit, a struggle. Some metaphysicians may hold 
(with Bradley) that on this account the moral life is mere 
appearance, not reality. Others may hold (with Hegel) that it 
is of the essence of reality to be a process. The latter view 
appears to me to be the more correct ; but whichever view we 
take, Ethics remains the same. If the pursuit of an ideal is 
mere appearance, still Ethics is the science which deals with 
that appearance. If, on the other hand, reality consists in the 
pursuit of an ideal, reality involves an “ought.” In either case 
Ethics is concerned with what “ought to be.”? 


1 See, for instance, Wallace’s Logic of Hegel, p. 8. 

2 Professor Dewey is one of the most notable of those writers in 
recent times who have sought to explain away the ‘‘ought”’ in Ethics, 
Thus he says (Oxtlines of Ethics, p. 1) that we must not suppose ‘ that 
it belongs to Ethics to prescribe what a man ought to do.” Now we 
have seen that there is a sense in which this is true. Ethics cannot 
deal with the particular. But apparently Professor Dewey means more 
than this. He explains (Lnternational Journal of Ethics, Vol. I., No. 
2, pp. 198, 201) that the ‘‘ ought” is simply ¢he ‘‘7s” of action. Ina 
sense this is of course true. The ‘‘ought” is an ‘‘is to be”’; but it is 
an ‘‘is to be” that may be frustrated. This seems to be rather ignored 
by Professor Dewey. In the main, however, his point appears to be 
simply that of Hegel. Cf. also his Outlines of Ethics, p. 174 sgq. 
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It may be noted, in this connection, that the word “ought” is 
directly connected with “owe.” What we “ought to do” 
means primarily what we owe, or what is due from us to some 
person, or to the social system to which we belong. Regarded 
in this way, the close connection between what “ought to be” 
and what “is” becomes apparent. Our obligations to the social 
system depend directly on the nature of that system. It must 
be remembered, however, that a man sometimes feels it to be 
his duty to try to reform or even revolutionise the social system 
to which he belongs. It is in such circumstances that the “‘ ought” 
appears to be divorced from what “is.” But even in such a 
case what a man ought to do depends on a general consideration 
of what human nature zs, and what the nature of a human 
society zs. We see then, generally, that the “ought” rests 
upon an “is,” but is not resolvable into a mere “‘is,” since it 
involves the presentation of an ideal. 


Nore III.—On an Act oF WILL. 


THOUGH an analysis of the elements involved in an act of 
will belongs more properly to Psychology than to Ethics, yet 
it seems desirable to add at this point asomewhat more definite 
summing up of the important factors than is to be found in 
Chapter V. A definite illustration may help to make the 
subject clear. Take the case of the desire of food. The first 
element involved in this is the mere animal appetite. This we 
may suppose to be at first a mere blind impulse analogous to 
the organic impulse by which a flower turns to the light ; but 
it is distinguished from such a vegetable impulse by the presence 
of consciousness. In this consciousness there are two main 
elements—the ideal presentation, in vague outline, of the object 
striven towards, and a feeling of pleasure and pain. The latter 
feeling is twofold : there is a sense of pleasure in the anticipated 
satisfaction, and a sense of uneasiness connected with the 
consciousness of its absence. Thus in the appetite of hunger 
there is a peculiar craving, partly pleasant and partly uneasy, 
accompanied by a more or less vague consciousness of the kind 
of object that would yield satisfaction. Destre is distinguished 
from mere appetite by the definite presence of a consciousness 
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of the object as an end to be aimed at. The appetite of hunger 
involves a vague uneasiness, a vague consciousness of the kind 
of object that would remove the uneasiness, a vague anticipation 
of pleasure in its attainment. Desire of food, on the other hand, is 
a definite presentation of the idea of food as an end to be sought, 
In this presentation, as in the more vague presentation of the 
object in appetite, there is also involved an element of pleasure 
and pain. The object thus definitely presented as an end in 
desire is what is most properly understood by a motive Such 
motives may conflict: the ends involved may be incompatible 
with one another. Hence the desires governed by these motives 
may remain in abeyance. The object presented as a desirable 
end may not be definitely chosen as an end—z.¢. it may not 
become a w7sk. A wish is a desire selected. It is a desire 
with which we have identified ourselves; z.¢. it is one which 
forms part of our present dominant “universe.” The wish 
for food is more than the mere desire for food. It is a con- 
centrated desire. But even this is still not an act of will, An 
act of will involves, besides, a definite purfose or zutention ; 7. e. 
in an act of will we do not merely concentrate our attention on 
an end asa good to be sought; but, in addition, we regard it 
as an end to be brought about by us. The purpose of procuring 
food—the intention, for instance, of working for a livelihood—is 
more than the mere wish for food, more than a mere prayer or 


1 This is not the view of ‘‘ motive” adopted by all ethical writers, 
See the discussions in the Jzternational Journal of Ethics, Vol. 1V., 
Nos. rand 2. Mr. Ritchie maintains there (p. 236) that ‘‘ ‘ desire’ is 
the genus of which ‘motive’ is a species. The differentia of ‘motive’ 
is the presence of a conception of an end.” But surely this must be 
erroneous. Surely a// desire involves a conception of an end, It is 
right to add that the term “motive” seems originally to have been 
used for any efficient cause of movement. It appears to be used in 
this way in Shakspere’s description of Cressida— 

‘¢ Her wanton spirits look out 
At every joint and motive of her body.” 
Cf Johnson’s Dictionary, sub voce ‘Motive.’ But here, as in so 
many other cases, the meaning of the word has been gradually 
modified, partly to suit the conveniences of ordinary life, and partly to 
meet the requirements of science, 
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aspiration. W7/, however, involves, further, an actual energising. 
A purpose or intention refers to the future, and may not be 
carried out. In an act of will the idea becomes a force. How 
this is done is a difficult question to answer ; and, happily, it is 
not a problem that we require here to solve. We have merely 
to notice this element of active energising as involved in an 
Act of Will. The man who wills to procure food does not merely 
intend to work, but actually does exert himself. Finally, 
character is a formed habit—e. g. the habit of activity in some 
particular industrial pursuit. 


Note IV.—On SELF-ASSERTION AND SELF-DENIAL. 


IT seems desirable to add a few words here to what has 
already been said on the subject of Egoism and Altruism. We 
have partly seen that the distinction implied in these terms is 
an unreal one. It is untrue, to begin with, to represent our 
natural impulses as partly self-regarding, and partly other- 
regarding.t It is much truer to say that our impulses are 
naturally or originally neither self-regarding nor other-regard- 
ing; but rather that, as Butler explained,” they are primarily 
“disinterested” and “rest in their objects,” or “terminate 
upon” them. Self-love and Benevolence are both of later 
growth. Further, in the mature life of humanity, when mere 
appetites have become developed into definite desires, and 
when we have become definitely conscious both of ourselves 
and of others, it is still not quite correct to say that our 
desires are partly self-regarding and partly other-regarding. 
Our desires never, so to speak, rest within self. They always 
involve an interest in objects. And these objects nearly always 
belong to a social universe, and imply a certain interest in other 
human beings. Ambition, for instance, which is generally 
regarded as a purely selfish passion, would die out completely 
if a man were to lose all interest in his fellow-men. Even hate, 
as Carlyle said, is only “inverted love,” and still implies a 


1 Readers of German will find an interesting discussion on this sub- 
ject in Simmel’s Zindeitung in die Moralwissenschaft, chap. ii. 
? See the Preface to the Sermons, and Sermons XI., XII., XIII, 


APPENDIX B. 333 


certain interest in the person hated. There is thus a sense in 
which none of our desires is purely self-regarding. But, on the 
other hand, all our desires are self-regarding. There is a sense 
in which all love is self-love, all reverence self-reverence, all 
interest self-interest. In order to understand this, it is neces- 
sary to bear in mind the important distinction, which has been 
so admirably emphasized by Professor James,! between the 
“JT” and the “Me,” z.e. between the Self as Subject and the 
Self as Object. All my interests are sy interests. They all 
fall within my circle or world. They are all in my “I,” and in 
that sense are all selfish. Within this “I,” on the other hand, 
within the circle of my interests, lies the distinction between 
“me,” “you,” “it,” and so forth, The “me” refers primarily 
to my bodily nature, with its particular sensations ; but its 
meaning becomes extended, so as to include the whole in- 
dividual'self as one person among others. This self is one of 
many objects, in which we may be more or less interested ; and 
selfishness means properly an exclusive interest in this one 
particular object, this “me.” Our interests, then, we may say, 
are all in the “I,” but not all in the “me.” Now it is with 
reference to the “me” and the “you ” that Egoism and Altruism 
have significance. But with reference to this we may confidently 
say that there is hardly ever any interest that is purely the one 
or purely the other. Even the most selfish of men are interested 
in outside objects ; and it is for the sake of these, not for the 
sake of the mere me, that they unduly neglect other people. 
And even the most self-forgetful (z. e. me-forgetful) of men are 
not simply interested in yous. Love is not the love of a mere 
other, a mere object among other objects. It is the love of a 
concrete personality, involving innumerable connections and 
suggestions. In its highest form it says to its object, as Tenny- 
son to Hallam, 


‘* Behold, I dream a dream of good, 
And mingle all the world with thee.” 


As referred, then, to the “me” and the “you,” the opposition 


1 Principles of Psychology, Vol. I., chap. x. Professor James’s whole 
treatment of this subject is most excellent. 
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between Egoism and Altruism will not hold. On the other 
hand, as referred to the “I,” all our interests are egoistic. 
The “I” is always the centre of our world: it can never 
become “thou.” The most self-forgetting love is love of 
something within my world: and this world may be a narrow 
and exclusive one. Hence love has even been defined as 
“selfishness for two.” But it would be equally true to say 
that selfishness is benevolence for one. All our interests, wide 
or narrow, are interests in objects that are for the self, that fall 
within our particular universe. Even the widest love—the love, 
say, of a Shakspere or Christ—is limited to the circle of the 
particular interests of the self that loves. All interest, then, is 
in this sense self-interest ; and no distinction can be drawn here 
between Egoism and Altruism. 

Nevertheless, when all this has been said, there remains still 
a very real distinction between self-assertion and self-denial. 
The point of this distinction lies in the contrast between wider 
and narrower universes. If our universe were a rigid and 
constant circle, there would be no such distinction. But in 
reality it is a fluctuating and elastic sphere, capable of indefinite 
expansion. We live on the whole within a certain circle of 
interests, with which we are particularly identified ; but our 
- interests are not rigidly confined within that circle. Thus the 
artist or man of science may have one absorbing pursuit, to 
which all the best of his life is devoted ; but he does not alto- 
gether cease to be aware of other human interests beyond. Now 
it is here that the possibility arises of a conflict between self- 
assertion and self-denial! Self-assertion means devotion to 
that circle of interests with which we have specially identified 
ourselves. Self-denial means the renunciation of this with a 
view to some other circle in which our interest is less keen. 
For instance, we may deny ourselves with a view to the good of 
the particular social universe to which we belong—our city or 
country. The self which we thus deny may be either narrower 
or wider than that for the sake of which it is denied ; or it may 
be simply different. A man may be chiefly interested in the 
perfection of his own work; and if he renounces this for the 


1 There is a very admirable discussion of this conflict in Mr. Bradley’s 
recent work, Appearance and Reality, chap. xxv. 
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sake of the good of his whole community, he is renouncing a 
narrower universe for the sake of a greater. On the other 
hand, a man, such as Goethe, may have large interests in art or 
science, going far beyond anything embodied in his actual social 
universe ; and if he were to sacrifice these, he would be to some 
extent sacrificing a wider universe for the sake of a narrower. 
Finally, a man may sacrifice his own particular interests for the 
sake of another’s interests, and may in this way simply sacrifice 
one universe for the sake of a different one. In this sense, then, 
there is a real opposition between self-development and self- 
surrender ; and it may naturally be asked whether we ought to 
aim simply at the development of our own particular world, or 
at the perfection of some wider universe to which it is necessary 
to surrender our particular interests. 

Now with regard to this question it must be noted at once 
that it does not really introduce any difficulty into the concep- 
tion of our ultimate ideal! Our ultimate ideal is the realization 
of a completely rational universe. This would involve complete 
self-assertion ; since it is only in such a universe that the real 
self could be realised. Yet at the same time it would involve 
complete self-denial, in the sense of the renunciation of all 
narrower interests that are incompatible with that perfect whole. 
But this truth does not in any way abolish the purely practical 
difficulty of a conflict between different universes in our actual 
life, so long as the rational universe is not fully realised. With 
reference, however, to this practical difficulty, no complete 
solution is to be expected from ethical science. It belongs to 
the art of Conduct, for which, as has been already stated, ethical 
science cannot furnish any complete guidance. It is a question 
for individual tact and insight to determine how far it is im- 
portant to develop any particular universe, and how far it is 
desirable to sacrifice it ; how far, for instance, a man may devote 
himself to art or to metaphysics, and how far he ought to sacrifice 
these for the sake of social reform or “philanthropic” en- 
deavours. The answer depends on the need of the moment, 
on individual aptitude, on the probability of results, and on 


1 Hence Mr. Bradley’s treatment of this subject, in the passage 
referred to above, seems to me to be partly erroneous. 
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hundreds of particular considerations with which no science can 
deal. All that Ethics can say is that, since all such universes 
are incomplete and only relatively valuable, the choice must in 
general be, in Aristotle’s phrase, that of a “mean.” But the 
mean is a “relative mean,” different for different people and 
for different times ; and it can only be determined, as Aristotle 
again put it,! by “the sensible man,” not by science, We can 
easily see that certain forms of action are not in the proper 
mean. It is fairly obvious that it is wrong for any average 
man to devote himself entirely to an abstract science without 
regard to politics or social improvement. Whether it is wrong 
for a scientific genius with limited energies is not so obvious. 
So, too, it is obvious that it would be wrong for a great poet or 
philosopher to dissipate his energies in so-called philanthropic 
work, Whether it would be equally wrong for a mediocre poet 
or philosopher is not so obvious. It is in the determination of 
such questions that practical wisdom lies ; and though the con- 
sideration of our ultimate end helps us to decide upon them, yet 
it cannot furnish us with any direct answer. 


Note V.—On CONSCIENCE. 


IT may be well at this point to sum up the views with regard 
to Conscience which are scattered in various parts of this 
Manual. We have to note, in the first place, the important 


1’Eorw tpa 7 apeth ECis mpoatpetixh, ev meadtyTt odoa TH mpds Has, 
apiopevn Ady kat ws dv 5 Ppdvimos dpioerey. ‘* Virtue, then, is a habit 
of deliberate choice, the characteristic of which lies in observing the 
mean relatively to the persons concerned ; a choice which is determined 
by reason and in the way in which a sensible man would determine 
it.” This seems to mean that the choice is guided by scientific con- 
siderations, but that the ultimate decision must be left to the good sense 
of the individual. 

* On the practical difficulties involved in the opposition between 
self-assertion and self-denial, reference may be made to Mrs, Bryant’s 
excellent article on ‘‘Self-Development and Self-Surrender,” Jyder- 
national Journal of Ethics, Vol. I11., No. 3. 

8 See the Index at the end of the volume for references to the various 
points at which Conscience is dealt with. 
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distinction between the side of judgment and the side of feeling 
in Conscience. When we speak of the “voice of conscience,” 
we are thinking primarily of the system of our moral judgments. 
On the other hand, we speak also of the “ pain” of conscience, 
the “sting” of conscience, and the like. Here we refer to the 
feeling which accompanies our moral judgments. In the second 
place, if we regard Conscience as meaning primarily the system 
of our moral judgments, we have to distinguish between the 
individual conscience and the social conscience ; z. ¢. we have 
to distinguish between the system of moral judgments to which 
a particular individual has become habituated and the system 
of moral judgments which is formed in the course of the develop- 
ment of human society. The judgments of the individual are 
dependent on those of the social universe to which he belongs ; 
but in the case of any particular individual there is a certain 
“personal equation” to be allowed for. Again, whether we are 
dealing with an individual or with society as a whole, we have 
to distinguish between the temporary conscience and the more 
abiding one. In the case of the individual we may appeal “from 
Philip drunk to Philip sober,” from the judgment hastily formed 
under the influence of passion or accidental local and temporal 
colouring, and the judgment corresponding to the more or less 
permanent formed character of the individual. Similarly, in the 
case of human society as a whole, we may distinguish the moral 
judgments of particular periods and countries, more or less dis- 
torted by special conditions, and by what we are accustomed to 
call the “accidents” of development, and the more permanent 
moral judgments based on reason, to which the judgments of 
particular times and countries—as well as those of particular 
individuals within those times and countries—are only rough 
approximations. Finally, it is of some use to distinguish between 
Conscience and gw#asi-Conscience; 7. e. between judgments 
based on genuine moral ideals, whether those of an individual 
or of a society, whether relatively of a temporary or of a per- 
manent character, and those judgments which are based on 
lower ideals—mere ideals of good manners, “ good form,” and 
the like. With the judgments of gwasz-Conscience, as with 
those of Conscience proper, there is a characteristic accompany- 
ing pain. In the case of gwasz-Conscience there is also a 
M. E. AA 
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characteristic pleasure when the ideal is realised. In the case 
of Conscience proper it is doubtful whether there is any such 
pleasure; since here the ideal can hardly be attained, and if 
any individual did attain it, he would attain it only by a devo- 
tion to objective ends which would exclude the possibility of 
any feeling of self-satisfaction. This, however, is a doubtful 
point. Ordinary common-sense seems to recognise pleasures 
of conscience as well as pains.? 


Note VI.—On ArT AND RELIGION. 


IT must be obvious to every reader that in the latter half of 
this Manual, even more notably than in the earlier chapters, the 
treatment is necessarily cramped from lack of sufficient space 
for discussion. This is perhaps truer of the last two chapters 
than of any other part of the book. The relation of Art and 
-Religion to Ethics is a complicated subject, and belongs on the 
whole rather to the province of writers on Aesthetics and the 
Philosophy of Religion than to writers on Ethics. I have 
merely thought it desirable to indicate in the briefest possible 
way how these subjects touch on one another. To prevent 
misunderstanding, however, there are one or two points on 
which it may be well to add a few words here. 

What I have wished to emphasize throughout is the ultimate 
unity of Truth, Beauty, and Goodness. At the same time I 
have sought to show that in none of the forms of actual human 
consciousness is the unity of these fully realized. This point 
has perhaps not been made sufficiently clear. The reason of 
this want of clearness is partly that I have not brought out with 
sufficient distinctness the closeness of the relation between 
morality and religion. For though it is true, as I have urged, 


1 It is perhaps worth while to add that in English, as in French, 
“Conscience” meant originally consciousness. It is in this sense that 
Milton says, referring to the loss of his eyes— 


“* What supports me dost thou ask ? 
The conscience, Friend, to have lost them overplied 
In liberty’s defence, my noble task, 
Of which all Europe rings from side to side.” 
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that there are forms of religion in which this relationship is not ° 
explicit, yet on the whole the real significance of the religious 
consciousness must be judged by the highest forms in which it 
appears,' and in these highest forms the relationship between 
morality and religion is apparent. Religion, in fact, might be 
defined as meaning, in its ultimate development, the faith that 
the highest goodness is inseparable from the deepest truth and 
the most perfect beauty. Religion starts, as it were, from the 
moral ideal, and connects this with truth and beauty. In this 
way it is contrasted with poetry and philosophy. The highest 
poetry starts from the beautiful and regards this as the expres- 
sion of what is best and truest ; while the highest philosophy 
seeks to show that the deepest truth involves beauty and good- 
ness. ‘Thus, none of the three completely attains the unity 
which is sought. Of philosophy it remains true to the last 
that it isa painting of grey in grey.2. The feeling and the will 
remain external to it. Poetry, again, satisfies the heart, but 
leaves the moral problem unsolved ; and, in spite of its fine 
intuitions of truth, we turn back from it to the realities of life 
with an exclamation like that of Keats— 

‘¢ Was it a vision, or a waking dream ? 

Fled is that music: Do I wake or sleep?” 3 

So also even the highest religion remains a faith in the moral 
ideal. It is not knowledge, and it is not poetry. The unity of 
truth, beauty, and goodness is present in religion, in poetry, 
and in philosophy ; but they approach it from different sides, 
and no one of them grasps it fully.4 

1 This point is strikingly emphasised in Caird’s Zvolution of Religion. 
Pa especially Vol. I., chap. ii., p. 40. 

os Gaur theurer Freund, ist alle Theorie.” 
3 Cf, Browning’s Epilogue to Perishtah’s Hanctes— 
‘Only at heart’s utmost joy and triumph, terror 
Sudden turns the blood to ice: a chill wind disencharms 
All the late enchantment! What df all be error?” 

4 Further remarks on Art and Ethics will be found in Guyaw’s L’ Art 
au point de vue sociologigue. On the connection between truth and 
beauty there are some good remarks in Fouillée’s Lducation from a 
National Standpoint, p. 36. See also Bradley’s Appearance and 
Reality, chaps. xxy. and xxvi, 
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doggerel on qualities of 
pleasures, 100 

discarded the expression of 
the greatest number,” 106 

on finaland efficient cause, 263 

on sanctions, 263-4 

referred to, 69; 98; 99; 106; 
Ili; 262; 2633.2645 205 

Biology, 24- IS TER S56 

Blanc, Louis: referred to, 178 

Blessedness : term for the satisfac- 
tion of higher desires, 110 

Bonar, J.: referred to, 170 

Bosanquet: on ‘the  scholar’s 
golden rule,” 221 

on esthetic pleasure, 298 

on characteristic utterance, 
300 

referred to, 189; 210; 2213 
285 ; 287; 291; 296; 298; 
300 5 3073 310; 311; 312 

Bradley, F. H.: what pleasure is, 
108 

on freedom, 149 


on personal opinions as self- 
conceit, 214 
—— on being a whole, 225 
referred to, 583; 675 1043 
1O75) SEIAS 162; Loss 
200); 200s) 213121 Ace zene 
256 
Brentano: referred to, 296 
Browne, Sir T.: quoted, 61 
Browning: the source of the 


strength of his poetry, 297 
his life and the sense of 
beauty, 300 
on intuitions of art, 312 
referred to, 220 
quoted : on art, 20 
on estimate of an individual, 
BYR TAI) S Bete) Bisa) 
on students’ dreams, 
316 
Bruno, Giordano, 150 
Brutus, 39 
Bryant, S. : referred to, on educa- 
tion, 29 
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Bryant, S.: on fortitude, 220 
referred to, 224 

Buckle : referred to, 170; 252; 278 
Buddha : referred to, 243 
Buddhists ; referred to, 315 
Burke : referred to, 181 ; 308 
quoted, 261 

Burns: quoted, 44 

Butler, J. : referred to, 52 

on conscience, 53 

on objects and desires, 93 
on seeking pleasure, 102 
Butler, S.: referred to, 257 
Byron, 3 


Ceesar : referred to, 223 ; 239; 242; 
290 (Borgia) 


Caird, E.: referred to, 58; 59; 
6015503); LOLs 1403 E503' 156; 
fivSise LO5\ 5) 200);, 236.5 5202: 
297; 301; 3073; 3115; 312; 
316; 319 

Caird, Prine. J.: referred to, 78; 
07 


Calculus of pleasure, 112 

Calderwood, H.: referred to, 49; 
543 150 

Caliban, 34 

Capacity and act, 19 


Carlyle: his view of the relation 
between intellect and morals, 
I 
-— his view of political economy, 
29 
on blessedness and happiness, 
IIO 
on character as an inheritance, 
152 


on a clear conscience, 164 

on slavery, 182 

—— his commandment, 199 ; 206 

on the unconscious as the only 
complete, 229 

on know thyself, 223 

— an apostle of labour, 238 

on crime and act, 250 

—— on birth of heroes, 261 

——on Progress of the Species, 

269 
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Carlyle: on greatness and melan- 
choly, 281 

want of beauty in his life, 300 

on worship, 305 

on greatness and unhappiness, 
312 

on music, 312 

—— “the soul of the world is 
just,” 316 

Teferred)t0;. IOs) T4333) Ee rs 
1643 182; 184; 199; 206; 
222 3 230; 236; 244; 256; 
268 ; 287; 308; 318 

quoted, 248 ; 250; 302 

Casuistry, 199 

definition of, 200 

Categorical imperative, 15 sgg. ; 48 

Categories, 55 

Cause, final and efficient, 37 

Bentham on, 263 

Celibacy, 64 

Cellini, Benvenuto, 289 

Chalmers, Dr. : referred to, 226 

Character, 1; 373 42 

and interests, 47 

—— Novalis on, 83 

of women: Pope on, 83 ; 247 

the good, 84 

respect for, 196 

education of, 224 

a weak, 247 

of great strength, 247 

development of, 252 

in relation to action, 258 

Children : guast-rights of, 277 

Christ: referred to, 9; 146 

Christian Ethics, 159 

Christianity, 30; 46 

Christian love, 222 

Church ; the, 186 

Civilization : the product of virtues 
and vices, 261 

the highest, 310 

Clarke, 55 

Clifford, W. K. : the 
154; 165 

referred to, 17; 163 

Code of honour, 7 ; 202 

Commandments 7 3 143 193 seg. 


‘tribal self,” 
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Commandments, relation to the 
virtues, 211 

the Jewish, 212 

what they are, 224 

Common sense, 21; 503; 54 sgq. 

Common sense ethics, 168 

Community : of goods, 181 

the civic, 186 

Comte, Auguste, 121; 160; 316 

Conduct, 13 23 38; 43 

a fine art, 9; 18 seg. 

the whole of life, 21 

—— Spencer’s view of, 32 

—— definition of, 32-3 

— moral ideal as criterion of, 129 

ground of preference in, 131 

rules of, 202 

sanctions of, 262 

and emotion, 303-4 

Confucius: referred to, 9 

Conscience, 52 sgg. ; 63 

—— and the social unity, 163 sqg. 

—— mystery of, 164 

attached to highest system of 
things, 165 

—— quasi-conscience, 165-6 

“case of,” 201 

pain of, 258 

stifling of, 259 

Conscientiousness, 230 

over-much, 241 

Consistency, 15 ; 26-7 ; 56 sgq. 

Contract : right and obligation of, 

I8I seg. 

—— ‘‘from status to,” 181 

‘* social,” 181 

Conventional rules, 202 

Conversion, 229 

Corruption : social, 260 

Cosmopolitism, 158 

Courage: a Greek virtue, 212 seg. ; 
272 

a cardinal virtue, 219 seg. 

Crime, 252-3 

as evidence of insanity, 257 

Cromwell : quoted, 9 

Cudworth : his view of freedom, 150 

Custom, I; 203 

Cyrenaics: and Egoistic hedon- 
ism, 100 
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Dante: referred to, 73 3 307; 311 
Darwin: referred to, 121 ; 129 
Davis : referred to, 99 
Decisiveness and perseverance as 
virtues, 221; 223 
Descartes : referred to, 242 ; 308 
Desirable: ambiguity of, 98 seq.; 
104 
Mill on meaning of, 98 
Desire, 3 3 42 
general nature of, 71 seg. 
and appetite, 73 
universe of, 74 
higher and lower forms of, 
6 
the object of, 94-7 
“* disinterested,’ 94 
and pleasure, 95 
satisfaction of, is happiness, 
1IO 
imaginative 
I1g-20 
Desires: conflict of, 76-8 
satisfaction of, 87-8 
not for pleasure, 94 
Despotism : forbidden, 195 
Determinists, 143 
and crime, 257 
Devas, C. S.: referred to, 29; 183 
Development : of life, 122 
higher and lower views of, 
122-3 
of moral life, 123 
explanation of, 123 
Devil, the : an ass, 20 
Dewey, J. : 
on motives, 39 
on conflict of desires, 78 
on actions of animals, 144 
on the good artisan, 206 
on moral codes, 207 
—— referred to, 43 40; 583 59; 
673 733 745 100; 107; 
1143 1443 150; 155; 163; 
1675 200) 2105) 218); 23 
2325; 241; 244 
Dickens: referred to, 119; 120 
Discipline: value of ascetic, 225 
Disposition, 42 
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satisfaction of, 
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Diihring : referred to, 1343; 193; 
256; 312 

Dumont: referred to, 265 

Avvapic, 19 

Duties: my station and its, 205 

Duty, 48 sgq. 

of perfect and imperfect obli- 
gation, 203-5 

—— what it is, 202 

and virtue, 205 ; 211 

and work, 206 

paradox of, 229 


Economics (see Political Economy) 

Edgeworth: referred to, 106 

Education, 29 

right and obligation of, 182 

and character, 224 

and psychology, 224 

— moral, 227 

punishment as agent of, 255 

Egoism: and altruism, 154 

conciliation of, with altruism, 
155 

Egoistic hedonism, 89; 100-3; 169 

Eliot, George : on the highest hap- 
piness, 116 

Emancipation of slaves : and moral- 
ity, 278-80 

Emerson : on self-consistency, 15 

beauty of his life, 300 

referred to, 238; 239; 318 

—— guoted, 133; 140; 240; 268; 

291 
Emotion and religion, 302 seg. 
End, ae 17 seg.; 32-33 385 41; 


4 

idea of, 33 

as self-realization, 116 

-— perfection rather than happi- 

ness, 116 

*Evipyeia, 19 

Environment: change of, and moral 
change, 278-80 

Epictetus: quoted, 193 

Epicureans : identified virtue with 
happiness, 70 

and egoistic hedonism, 100 

Erdmann: referred to, 63 
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Ethical hedonism, 89 

general meaning of, 97-9 

Ethics (see Zable of Contents) 

Ethos: of a people, 213-4 

the universal, 213 

Evils : use of, 252 

Evolution: application to morals, 

121 

—— and theory of ethics, 122 

and Spencer’s view of ethics, 
124-5 ; 133 

social, 266-8 

Evolutionism : materialistic, 169 

Evolutionists: on ethics, 128-9 

Example: influence of, 224 

Exceptions, 64 

Exploitation : forbidden, 195 

of the poor, 261 


Fabian Essays: referred to, 189 

Facts and rules, 5-7 

Failure: of life, 308-9 

of society, 309-10 

Faith, 31; 318 

Family: the, 183 

violation of the sanctities of : 
forbidden, 197 

Fanaticism, 16; 453; 53 

Faults: as moral agents, 240 

Faust: quoted, 146 

Feeling, 37% 41; 61 

— of ‘‘self-realizedness,” 108 

of pleasure is sense of value, 
108 

—— of satisfaction: differences of, 

IIO F 

Felkin, Mr. and Mrs. : 
285 

Fichte, 52; 63 

Fletcher: quoted, 288 

Form and matter, 56; 57 sgg.; 120 

Fouillée: referred to, 224 

Fowler: referred to, 265 

Freedom: essential to morals, 140 

the true sense of, 142 

—— the highest, 145-6 

development towards, 147-9 ; 

a right of man, 178 

respect for, 195 


referred to, 
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Froude, J. A.: referred to, 40; 305 
quoted, 242 


Gassendi: referred to, 101 

Gauss: referred to, 12 

Genius: moral, 9; 209 

Gilliland, Miss: referred to, 226 ; 
DOT O02 

Gilman, N. P.: referred to, 9; 189 

Gizycki: referred to, 98 ; 105; 144; 
150; 1743 1873 317 

God: goodness in, 12 

medizeval conception of, 151 

must be social, 153 

as all, 314 

as infinite and not infinite, 315 

Goethe: quoted, 121; 1743 234; 
2395 245; 287 

referred to, 16; 228; 229; 
236; 286; 301; 3073 310; 
318 

Goldsmith : quoted, 38 

Golden Age, a, 266 
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relation to desire, 71 seg. 

the good will, 83 

character, 84 

habit, 84 

happiness the only, 103 

must be for somebody, 104 

is explained by the end, 133 

the only thing desired, 245-6 

the only reality, 316 

Goodness: an activity, 19 

as adjustment, 129 

relation to art, 282 seg. 

is beautiful, 287 

— moral: not same as respecta- 
bility, 289 

relation to beauty, 289-301 

what it is, 300 

Good will, 20; 33 

Goods, 28 

community of, 181 

Graham : referred to, 189 

Greek: mythology referred to, 74 

religion, 304 

Greeks, 29-303; 46 

Green: on the will, 80 
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Green: on relation of pleasure to 
objects, 112 

view of ethics, 134-6 

—on good and evil actions, 
232-3 

on Greek virtues, 272-3 

on self-denial, 273-6 

referred to, 46; 73; 78; 86; 
933 114; 1343; 1373 2025 
209 ; 212; 231; 241; 244; 
249 ; 257; 268 

quoted, 173 

Guyau : referred to, 224 

Gymnastic: music and, 239 


Habit, 1; 47 

— good, $4 

of willing, 85-8 

Hallam : referred to, 252 

Happiness, 16 

the only good, 103 

—— fallacy of, the general, 104 

—— relation to the self, 115 

—— isa relative term, 115 

—— the highest, 116 

is not the end, 116 

Hasbach : referred to, 170 

Hatch: referred to, 193 

Heart, 63; 64 

Heaven: and freedom of the will, 
I5I 

Hedonism : varieties of, 89-92 

psychological, 90-2 

paradox of, 92-3 

—— ethical in relation to psycho- 
logical, 97-9 

egoistic, 100-3 

universalistic, 103-6 

three forms of, 106 

general criticism of, 107-14 

foundation of, 107 

value of, 107 

gives matter without form, 
114 

error of universalistic, 169 

and motives to seek general 
happiness, 263 

Hedonists: ethical and psycho- 
logical, 89 
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Hegel : his view of ‘‘ ought,” 22 

-— his logic, 26 

—— on the planets, 143 

on history of freedom, 179 

on the Greek gods, 306 

on art, 312 

—— ‘‘the bad infinite,” 314 

quoted, 121; 196; 213; 279 

referred to, 1343; 163; 174; 
209 ; 317 

Hell: paved with good intentions, 


33 
and freedom of the will, 151 
Helvetius : referred to, 101 
Herbart: referred to, 88; 224; 
Poly) Ore) 
quoted, 289 
Hobbes: referred to, 10% 
Hoffding: referred to, 174; 176; 
250 
Homer : referred to, 293; 307 
Homeric poems: referred to, 74 
Honesty: more than mere truthful- 
ness, 221 
Honour : code of, 7 ; 202 
Horace: referred to, 266 
Humanity : religion of, 316 
Hume: on myself, 145 
on reason and passion, 120 
referred to, 181 
Hunger: not a desire, 119 
Hutcheson, 50 
on desires, 93 
Huxley: referred to, 107 
Hypothesis, 11; 15 sgq. 


Ideal, the : study of, 234 
the universe Of, 280-1 
relation to fact, 295 
as real, 312 
Idealism: in art, 295-8 

its function, 296 

and ethics, 23 

Ideals, 31 

of life, 292-4 

of society, 294 

—— non-moral, 294 

and art, 298 
Ignorance: and responsibility, 258 
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Imagination : and morality, 307-8 

Imperative : the social, 173 

—— absolute, 209; 210; 256 

with exception, 256 

Imperatives, 14 sgg. (see Categorical 
Lumperative) 

Impulse: and responsibility, 258 

Incompleteness: sense of, 270 

and need of religion, 307 

and morality, 308 

Indifference: liberty of, 149-50 

Individual, the: and society, 153 
Seq. 

Individualism : and Socialism, 188 

commandment of, 188 

the higher, 228 

Inducement, 38; 45 

Infinite, the: demand for, 312; 314 

“*the bad,” 314 

Infinites: the two, 312-13 

Insanity: exempts from responsi- 
bility, 257-8 

Institutions: unsectarian ethical, 
187 

social, 183 seg. 

and rights, 194 

and duties, 194 

and virtues, 21I ; 224 

Intention, the good: and virtue, 
250 

good and bad, 251 

Intentions, 33; 34 sgg. 

International Journal of Ethics: 
Retenie dn tOseLOS smal 2 Omar logs 
189 5 226; 2273 2573 3055 313 

Introduction to Social Philosophy : 
referred to, 114; 158; 163; 174 

Intuitionism, 48 sgg. 


Jacobi, 52; 60; 63-4; 200 

James: referred to, 225 

Janet, P.: referred to, 543 553 623 
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Jansenists: referred to, 69 

Jesuits: referred to, 200 

Jesus: quoted, 228; 243; 244 

referred to, 306 

Jevons, W. S. ; referred to, 8; 99; 
191 
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Jewish: law summed up, 201 
—— commandments, 212 

Jews: and moral laws, 193 
commandments of, 213 

the religion of, 315 

John, Epistle of: quoted, 260 
Johnson, Dr.: onact and intention, 


on freedom, 149 

Jones, Prof. H.: referred to, 63 ; 
2523 2973 319 

Judgment : the moral, 32 sgg. ; 285 

the artistic, 20; 288 

Jurisprudence and Ethics, 208 

Justice, 19 

social, 174 seq. 

note on, 190-2 

ambiguity of the term, 190-2 

use of the term, 204 

as social virtue, 221 


Kant: on the good will, 20; 33 

his transcendental logic, 26 

— on idea of end, 33 

—— on respect for law, 46 

on categorical imperative, 48 ; 
56 sqg._ 

—— on conscience, 53 

his view of humanity as an 
end, 66 

—— his ‘‘kingdom of ends,” 66 

his categories, 155 

his dualism, 60; 66 

note on his views, 67-70 

undue rigorism of his system, 


on ‘‘ought”’ and ‘‘can,” 139 ; 
147 

on love not a duty, 140 

— on duties of perfect and im- 
perfect obligation, 204-5 

on the two infinities, 313-4 

—— referred to, 16; 17; 47; 81; 

85 ; 209 

Keats: referred to, 299 

Ker, Prof. : referred to, 286 

Keynes, J. N. : referred to, 29; 74 

King David: referred to, 304 

Kirkup: referred to, 189 
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Knowledge and virtue, 85 seg. 


Labour: right of man to, 178 

duty of, 199 

Lamarck: referred to, 121 

Law, 10 sqq. 

and public opinion, 175-6 

—— the supreme, 201 

punishment a vindication of, 
257 

respect for, 46 

Laws: of nature, 103 II 

moral, 12; 18; 56 sgq. 

of political economy, 15 

nature of moral, 193 

conventional, 202 

Lecky : referred to, 90; 101 

Liberty : human, 144 

of indifference is absurd, 149- 
50 

Milton on, 179 

Life ; development of, 122 

the moral, 173 seq. 

—— right and obligation of, 177-8 

—— sacredness of, 178 

respect for, 195 

—— the inner, 228 seg. 

—— the inner side of, 234 

the monastic, 234 

the active and the contempla- 
tive, 235; 237-8 

relation of the inner to the 


outer, 239 

—— deepening of the spiritual, 
272 

—— the moral: and environment, 
279 


criticism of, 290 seg. 
ideals of, 292-4 

—— the moral: and religion, 305 
failure of, 308-9 
Lincoln and the pig, 35 
Locke: referred to, 50; 56 
Iborgkes Ge ik Ss ies Bis 
and ethics, 26-7 ; 283 
-—— ideals of, 31 
transcendental, 283 
Lotze: referred to, 150 
Lowell, J. R., 7 
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Luther: referred to, 252 
Luxuries, 186 
Lying : forbidden, 198 


Macaulay: referred to, 167 
Maine: referred to, 181 
Man, not a mere animal, 152 
in relation to social surround- 
ings, 160 seg. 
—— the virtuous, 202; 211 
—— a good, 214 
— a bad, 214 
—— the virtuous: and the world, 
241 
—— the virtuous : and his environ- 
ment, 242 
the virtuous ; and success, 253 
the vicious: and punishment, 
oe ete . 
cause of his relative unhappi- 
ness, 268 
—— the ideal, 272 
aim of the good, 283 
Mandeville: referred to, 101 
Manicheism, 315 
Mansfield, Lord, 51 
Marshall, A.: referred to, 235; 
267 
Martineau: his view of motives, 
40 seq. 
referred to, 46; 493 150 
Martyr: life of, is beautiful, 286 
Master: and servant, 277-8 
Mathematics, II 
Matter and form: (note on), 120 
Maudsley, H.:; referred to, 261 
Mazzini: referred to, 301 
Metaphysics, II; 12; 26 
Mill, J. S.: his view of motives 
and intentions, 42-3 
— confused egoistic and uni- 
versalistic hedonism, 90 
—— exponent of utilitarianism, 
QO seq. 
— on parts of happiness, 96 seg. 
argument for utilitarianism, 
103 
on quantity and quality of 
pleasures, 109 
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Mill, J. S.: on higher happiness, 
115 

on justice, 190; 192 

on sanctions, 264-5 

on the non-infinity of God, 
315 

quoted, 51 

on capacity for enjoyment, 
II5 

referred to; Ss) Vilis) 1215) 355 
583 1453 160; 163; 1753 

2043 254 

Milton : his treatment of education, 
29 

on Satan, 246; 247; 268 

referred to, 252 

quoted, 46 

on cloistered virtue, 242 

on love of freedom, 179 

on religion as ‘‘a dividual 
movable,” 235 

Mind: referred to, 117; 132 

Moliére: referred to, 292 

Moral change, and change of envi- 
ronment, 278-80 

consciousness, 285 

evil, 245-8 

genius, 9; 209 

ideals; origin of, 131 

imperatives, 141 

judgment, 285 

—— laws: nature of, 193 

life : a process of growth, 121 
Seg 


is beautiful, 286-7 

needs completeness, 286 
art a preparation for, 287 
and religion, 305 

as religion, 317-8 
pathology, 245 seq. 

—— philosopher : the task of, 209 
progress, 266 seq. 

reason, 49 

reformer, 214; 243 
sanctions : (note on), 262-5 
sense, 49 seq. 

universe, 269 

Morality : a matter of will, 288 
inner: of art, 291-2 
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Morals: and evolution, 121 

an adjustment, 125 seg. 

natural selection in, 129 seg. 

freedom essential to, 140 

necessity essential to, 141-2 

—— minor, 202 

primitive and modern com- 
pared, 267 

antagonism with art, 289-91 

More: referred to, 294 

Morris, William: referred to, 181 ; 
238 5 294 

Moses: referred to, 244 

Motive, 343 37 599. 

the highest, 46 

and actions, 2313 241 

as sanction, 262 

—— the right ethical, 262 

—— the political and economic in 

relation to morality, 278-80 

“*Mrs. Grundy,” 202 

Muirhead, J. H.: on Kantian 
ethics, 70; 73 

on feeling, 166 

on a good and bad artisan, 206 

on courage and temperance, 
221 

on generosity, 222 

on resolution, 250 

list of corrupt social institu- 
tions, 260 

on emotion and religion, 302-3 

quoted, 176 

referred to, 2; 43 25; 28; 
373 395 493 5435 7335 743 
$25 975 1143 1283 133; 
1503 1553 1583 163; 165; 
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POY) SPA § PHB PACS) B XS) G 
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Murray, Clark: referred to, 174; 


195 
Music: Carlyle on, 312 
in education, 239 


Napoleon: referred to, 239 

Natural selection: in morals, 129 
Seg. 

Nature, 10; I1 
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Necessarians, 143 

Necessity: essential to morals, 
141-2 

Nelson: referred to, 197 

Nettleship: referred to, 239 

Newton: referred to, 16 

Nihilist, 36 

Nirvana, 315 

Novalis: on character, 83 

Normative science, 4-7 

—— Ethics as a, 17 seg. 


Object: of desire, 92 seg. 

relation to pleasure, 102 

pleasure inseparable from, 
III 

Obligation: and rights, 177; 194 

ultimate meaning of, 182 

and commandments, 193 

—— duties of perfect and imper- 
fect, 203 

absolute, 210 

new, 276-8 

Optimism ; is unsatisfactory, 296 

in poetry, 297 

Ought, 12; 16 

hedonistic use of, 98 

—— Bentham on, 98 

—— meaning of, 138-9 

and ‘‘can,” 148 

as the social imperative, 173 

absolute, 208 

Ourselves : when we are not, 136-9 


Peedagogics and ethics, 29 

Pain: as negative of pleasure, 94-7 

Pantheism : the deeper, 314 

Pauli; reterred: to, Os. thie wor 
196; 249; 285 

quoted, 153; 266 

Pauline epistles: referred to, 146 

Paulsen: referred to, 174; 189 

Paradox: of hedonism, 92-3 

of duty, 229 

of art, 289 

People: the ethos of a, 213 

not stationary, 215 

Perception, 493 51 

Perfection, 16; 121 seg. 
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Perfection, explanation of, 123 seg. ; 
133 seq. 

— ‘‘counsels of,” 281 ; 282 

the true end, 116 

Pessimism : ground for, 309 

Pessimists, 3 

Pfleiderer, Prof.: referred to, 305 

Philanthropy, 61 

Philosopher: aim of, 283 

Philosophy : and ethics, 21 ; 23 

Physical science and ethics, 24 

Pity and terror, in art, 297 ; 301 

Plain mar, 61 

Plato: his view of virtue as an art, 
19 

view of ethics, 157 

on community of goods, 180-1 

on the virtues, 217-8 

on moral training and art, 
288 

on bad influence of music and 
poetry, 290; 293 

referred to, 1573; 1753 183; 
190; 209; 239; 3083; 316 

Pleasure : as a motive, 37 

as only object of desire, 90 
Seq. 

of pursuit, 92; 117; 119 

and pleasures, 94-7; 102 

ambiguity of term, 94 3; 103 

pain as negative of, 94 seq. 

and desire, 95; 107 

—— quantity of, 99-100 

greatest, 99-100 

intensity and duration of, 99 

objective content of, 102 

only reasonable thing to seek, 
102 

most intense preferable, 102 
Seq. 

of others and our own, 105 

as sense of value, 108 

kinds of, 109 seg. 

is satisfaction of appetite, 110 

inseparable from object, I11 
Seq. 

cannot be summed, 112; 113 

no calculus of, 112 

and desire (note on), 117-20 
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Pleasure: of progressive attain- 
ment, 118 seq, 

paradox of, 229 

and beauty, 298-9 

Pleasures : and pleasure, 94-7 5 102 

quality of, 109 

sum of: is not pleasure, 113 

of pursuit, 117 

Plutarch: referred to, 40 

Poet, the: and moral ideals, 294 

Poetry: in religion, 317 

Political economy, 6; II; 15; 
28-9 

Politics: ethics and, 27; 156-9 

Pope: quoted, 83; 247 

Porter, N.: referred to, 54; 167; 
174 

Positivism, 318 

Practical reason: dualism of, 105 

Priam : referred to, 286 

Priggishness, 227 

Progress : respect for, 199 

moral, 266 seg. 

Propagandism, 276 

Property: right and obligation of, 

180 


respect for, 196 
Psychological hedonism, 89 ; 90-2 
in relation to ethical, 97-9 
Psychology : and ethics, 25-6 

and education, 29 

and the mind, 41 

and universe of desire, 78 ; 


2 


3 
and education of character, 


224, 
Psychosis : a, 107 
Public opinion: and law, 175-6 
Punishment, 12 ; 253-5 
origin of, 254. 
—— justification of, 255; 257 
as a vindication of law, 257 
retributive : theory of, is best, 
257 
Pursuit : pleasure of, 92 ; 117; 119 


Rae: referred to, 189 
Reading in ethics: hints on, 319 
Seq. 
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Real, the: as ideal, 312 

Realism : in art, 295 

Reality ; as the good, 316 

Reason : and will, 85-6 

and passion, 120 

Reflection: on conduct and mo- 
tives, 230-2 

the music of moral culture, 
239 

and moral life, 228 seg. 

Reform: punishment as agent of, 
255 

Reformation, 259 

Reformer, 39 

the moral, 214 

is often inconsiderate, 248 

need of, 261 

function of, 270-2 

Religion : ethics and, 30 

as a division of labour, 235 

ethical significance of, 302 
Seq. 

and the moral life, 305 

relation to art, 305-7 

the ideals of, 305 

and reality, 306 

—— the necessity of,. 307-8 

—— the first, 314-5 

—— the second, 315-6 

— the third, 316 

-—— and superstition, 316-8 

of humanity, 316 

origin of, 317 

as the moral life, 317-8 

Result of actions, 34; 64 

Revenge, 256 

Reward : origin of, 254 

Rhetoric, 8; 13 

Rickaby: referred to, 174; 183; 
189 ; 203; 212; 218; 244 

kiddles of the Sphinx, 315 

Right, 1; 48 sgg. ; 210 

Righteousness, 15 

Rights: and obligations, 177; 194 

of man: defined and discussed, 
177 seq. 

ultimate meaning of, 182 

quast, 277 

Ritchie, D. G,: 


referred to, 179 


INDEX. 


Rogers, Prof. : story about, 176 

Rosenkranz: referred to, 224 

Rousseau: referred to, 179; 181 

Royce, Prof. : referred to, 165 ; 319 

Rulesisse5 57502 

Greeks no code of moral, 193 

conflict of inevitable, 199 

of conduct, 202 

conventional, 202 

note on, 208-10 

and interest, 207 

cut-and-dried, 208 

Ruskin: his view of political 
economy, 29 

on honesty in art, 221 

on taste, 285 ; 288 

referred to, 9; 533 743 2383 
261 ; 267 

quoted, 228; 285; 288 

Rutherford, Mark ; quoted, 250 


Sanction, 98; 262 

as motive, 262 

the ‘‘ Pragmatic,” 262 

kinds of, 262-3 

Satisfaction : of desires, 87-8 

subsequent to want, 93-4 

—— different feelings of, 110 

of appetites, 110 

of desire: is happiness, 110 

imaginative, 119-20 

Schaffle: referred to, 162; 189 

Schiller : his criticism of Kant, 62; 
70 

referred to, 202, 291 

quoted, 282; 311 

Schopenhauer : referred to, 141 

Schwegler: referred to, 63 

Science: and art, 7-9; 21 

physical, 24 

normative, 4-7 

Scott, Sir Walter: referred to, 152 

Self: and happiness, 115-6 

realization of : as the end, 116 

the true : is the rational, 136-7 

—— aman’s, 144 

of a higher kind, 145 

—— the social, 153 

—— the ‘‘tribal,” 165 


INDEX, 


Self-consistency : real meaning of, 
137-8 

Self-denial, 273 

Self-examination, 232 

and monastic life, 234 

the Greek, 304 

Self-realization : as the end, 116 

through self-sacrifice, 155-6 

test of social progress, 188 

the fundamental law, 201 

Self-sacrifice and _ self-realization, 
155-6 

Sense, 50 (sce Moral Sense and 
Common Sense) 

Sermon on the Mount, 7 

Servant and master, 277-8 

Seth, Prof. J. : referred to, 150 

Seth, Prof. A. : referred to, 309 

Shaftesbury, 50 

Shakspere: quoted, 3; 34; 80; 
82; 2463 251 

referred to, 9; 16; 403; 52; 
WSS TOS SS SB CHR Seis 
239 5 241; 24753 285 ; 292; 
2935 2973; 299; 3063; 307 

Sidgwick, H. : his relation to Kant, 


9 

—— a Mill’s utilitarianism, 91 

on the paradox of hedonism, 
92 seq. 

on ethical and psychological 
hedonism, 97 

on egoistic hedonism, 101 

on seeking pleasure, 102 

on most intense pleasure, 102 
Seq. 

proof of universalistic hedon- 
ism, 104 seq. 

——on conditions of pleasure, 
112 

on pleasures of pursuit, 117 
Seq. 

on justice, 191 

referred to, 4; 36; 41; 49; 
50; 543 553 643 69; 70; 
90; 933 98; 100; Ior; 
102; 103; 104; 1053119; 
125 5 128; 1333 1343 1503 
1573 1583 1595 169; 1755 
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183 ; 189 ; 200; 203; 212;', 
217 ; 218 ; 223; 249 5 2543 
262) se 2028205 
Simmel, Georg: referred to, 66; 
129; 141; 1453; 150; 1703; 180 
Sin: original, 151 
—— ‘‘besetting,” 233 
—— the shadow of virtue, 248 
-—— and vice, 249 
never an impossibility, 260 
Slavery : forbidden, 181 ; 195 
Slaves, emancipation of: 
morality, 278-80 
Smart, W.: referred to, 186 
Smith, Adam : view of ethics, 169- 
70 
on books of casuistry, 201 
on positive merit, 204 
on morals of Charles II.’s 
time, 215 
referred to, 203; 205; 207; 
2503 254; 256; 278; 285 
** Social contract,” 181 
corruption, 260 
equilibrium, the, 128 
evolution, 266-8 
institutions, 183 seg. 
— order: respéct for, 197 ; 203 
—— philosophy, 28; 174 
progress, 187 
unity and conscience, 163 seg. 
Socialism : and individualism, 188 
commandment of, 188 
Society: and the individual, 153 seg. 
a unity, 154 
as the ethical environment, 
160 
an organism, 161 
war against, 247 
ideals of, 294 
failure of, 309-10 
Socrates: his argument 
justice, 19 
— on vice and virtue, 146-7 
referred to, 85; 193; 2433 


and 


about 


2 
Sophocles: referred to, 193 ; 292 
Sorley, Prof.: referred to, 1145 
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Souls : beautiful, 29-30 ; 236; 284; 
300 

Spencer, H. : his view of conduct, 
32-3 : 

on development of life, 122 

view of ethics, 124-5 ; 128 

on conciliation of egoism and 
altruism, 155 

on ideal man, 173 

referred to, 2; 253; 503; 56; 
TIQ ; 121; 1323; 1335 1343 
135 3 162; 166 3176; 1795 
1953 315 

Spenser: referred to, 293 

Spinoza: referred to, IOI; 1103 
315 5 323 ; 

Spiritual life : deepening of, 272 

Spontaneity : animal, 143 

Springs of action, 41 

Starcke: referred to, 163; 164 

State: the, 187 

and duties, 205 

Status; and contract, 181 

Stephen, L. : ona moral rule, 128-9 

on ‘‘ social tissues,’’ 162 

on the family, 184 

quoted, 15 

referred to, 1503 155; 163; 
1653 166; 1703; 17431753 
234 

Stoics: view of happiness, 69-70 

estimate of a good man, 158-9 

Sublime: the, 299 

Subordination : in the family, 183 

in the workshop, 184-6 

Sully, J.: referred to, 29 

Summum bonum, 2; 17; 46 

Superstition : and religion, 316 


ec 


Taste: the moral, 50; 51 

in art, 285; 288 

Teleology: need of, 131 

and Spencer’s view of evolu- 
tion, 133 

Temperance : as a virtue, 217 seg. ; 
272; 274 

Thugs, 6 

Thoreau : referred to, 238 

Toynbee; referred to, 295 


INDEX. 


Truth, respect for, 148 ; 282 seg. 

judging of, 297 

—— in religion and art, 305-6 

in religion, 317 

Tucker, A.: referred to, 38; 120 

Types of ethical theory: note on, 
168-70 

Uniformities, 10; 14 

Universalistic hedonism, 89 

end of, 106 

and motives to seek 
general happiness, 263 

Universe: of desire, 74-6 

higher and lower, 86-7 ; 136 

and satisfaction, 88 

—the highest is completely 
rational, 136 

the social, 160 ; 269 

of moral activities, 214 

broad and narrow, 245 

—— moral: and remorse, 258 

—— bringing up to a high, 260 

—— the moral, 269 

— contradiction in our inner, 

270 

—— the ideal, 280-1 

the highest intellectual, 283 

Unknowable : the, 315 

Utilitarianism, 59 ; 60; 89 

Mill the exponent of, 90-2 

— theory of, 103 

exponent of, 103 

as pursuit of the useful, 106 

Utopias : relation to morality, 280-1 

and ideals, 294 


the 


Value: and pleasure, 107 

sense of, 107 seg. 

measure of, 108 

Veitch; referred to, 242 

Venn: referred to, 74 

Vice, involuntary: through ignor- 
ance, 146-7 - 

what it is, 248 

Vices : as virtues of early civiliz- 
ation, 246 

classification of, 249 

Virtue : a kind of knowledge, 85 

and inclination, 85 


INDEX. 


Virtue : use of term, 202; 211 

and duty, 211; 215 

— what it is, 207 

nature of, 216 

Virtues, 27 3 211 seq. 

and commandments, 211 

; and states of society, 212 

relative to social functions, 
216 

—— the cardinal, 217 seg. 

self-regarding and altruistic, 
218 

four classes of, 220-1 

— what they are, 224 

inner side of, 232 

as outer fact and 
character, 275 


inward 


Wallace, W. : referred to, 223 90; 
158 3 3063 317 

Want : and appetite, 72-3 

prior to satisfaction, 93-4 

War: when justified, 261 

Ward, Dr.: referred to, 943 145 

Mrs. Humphry: quoted, 
226 

Wealth, 28 

Wedgwood, Miss: quoted, 166 

on influence of moral ideals, 
280-1 

Welton, J.: referred to, 8; 10; 


74 
Whately : referred to, 10; 99 
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Whitman, Walt: quoted, 228; 
238 ; 267 

Wallsthe'zood,1203"°32). 3355183 

and wish, 33 

and art, 34 

and character, 47 

that wills nothing, 60 

and act, 80-3 

and character, 83-4 

and reason, 85-6 

higher and lower forms of, 
86-7 

Wisdom : a virtue, 217 ; 221 

practical, 223 

for one’s self and others, 223 

Wish: an effective desire, 79 

and will, 79-80 

Women: rights of, 183 ; 271 ; 274; 
279 

Wonder: and religion, 307 

Wordsworth: quoted, 61; 242; 
294; 308; 318 

Wordsworth: referred to, 238; 
2395 310 

Work: and duty, 206 

Workshop : the, 184-6 

World, the: and the virtuous man, 
241 

Worship : what it is, 305 
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Zeller; referred to, 85; 90; 158; 
193 5 243 
Zeyss: referred to, 170 
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Latin and Greek. 


GRAMMARS AND READERS. 


Greek Reader, The Tutorial, or PROOPMIA GRAECA. By A. WAUGH 
YounG, M.A. Lond., Gold Medallist in Classics. 2s, 6d. 


Higher Greek Reader: A Course of 132 Extracts from the best writers, 
in Three Parts, with an Appendix containing the Greek Unseens 
set at B.A. Lond. 1877—1893. 3s. 6d. 


The Tutorial Latin Grammar. By B. J. Hayes, M.A. Lond, and 
Camb., and W. F. Masom, M.A. Lond. Second Edition. 3s. 6d. 


“« Sensible, correct, and well-arranged.”—Journal of Education. 

‘Practical experience in teaching and thorough familiarity with details are 
plainly recognisable in this new Latin grammar. Great pains have been taken to 
bring distinctly before the mind all those main points which are of fundamental 
importance and require firm fixture in the memory, and the illustrative examples 
have been gathered with much care from the classics most usually read for exami- 
nations. Though full, it is not overcrowded with minutiee.”—Educational News. 

“Tt is accurate and full without being overloaded - -h detail, and varieties of 
type are used with such effect as to minimise the work of the learner. Tested in 
respect of any of the crucial points, it comes well out of the ordeal.” —Schoolmaster. 


The Preliminary Latin Grammar. By B. J. Hayes, M.A. Lond. 
and Camb. Is. 6d. [| In preparation. 


Latin Composition and Syntax. With copious EXERCISES. By A. 
H. Autcrort, M.A. Oxon., and J. H. HAypon, M.A. Camb. and 
Lond. Third Edition. 2s. 6d. 


The more advanced portions of the book-work are denoted by an 
asterisk, and the relative importance of rules and exceptions is shown 
by variety of type. Each Exercise is divided into three sections 
of progressive difficulty. 

“This useful little book.” —Journal of Education. 

““This is one of the best manuals on the above subject that we have met with for 
some time. Simplicity of statement and arrangement ; apt examples illustrating 
each rule ; exceptions to these adroitly stated just at the proper place and time, 
are among some of the striking characteristics of this excellent book. Every 
advantage too has been taken of printing and type, to bring the leading statements 
prominently before the eye and mind of the reader. It will not only serve as an 
admirable class-book, but from its table of contents and its copious index will 
prove to the private student an excellent reference book as well.”— The Schoolmaster. 

‘“The clearness and concise accuracy of this book throughout are truly remark- 
able.” —Education. 

“The arrangement and order are exceedingly good.”—School Board Chronicle. 


The Tutorial Latin Reader. 1s.6d. With VocABULARY. Qs. 6d, 
A soundly practical work.” —The @uardian. 
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Roman and Grecian history. 


The Tutorial History of Rome. To A.D. 14, By A. H. ALLCROFT, M.A. 
Oxon., and W. F. MAsom, M.A. Lond. 3s. 6d. 


‘It is well and clearly written.”’—Saturday Review. 


A History of Rome from B.C. 31 to A.D. 96: The Early Principate. 
By A. H. Autorort, M.A. Oxon., and J. H. Haypon, M.A. 
Camb, and Lond. 2s. 6d. Also separately, Augustus and 
Tiberius. 1s. 6d. 

* Accurate, and in accordance with the authorities,’—Jowinal of Education. 


“Tt is deserving of the highest praise. All that the student can require for his 
examination is supplied in scholarly shape, and in so clear a manner that the task 
of the learner is made comparatively easy.’—Literary World. 


A Longer History of Rome. The following volumes are ready or in 


preparation :— 
1. History of Rome, B.C. 287-202: The Struggle for Empire. By 
W.F. Masom, M.A. Lond. 4s. 6d. [ Ready. 


2. History of Rome, B.C. 202-133: Rome under the Oligarchs. By 
A. H. AuLcRoFT, M.A. Oxon., and W. F. Masom, M.A. Lond. 


4s. 6d. [Ready. 
3. History of Rome, B.C. 133-78. [In preparation. 
4, History of Rome, B.C. 78-31: The Making of the Monarchy. 
By A. H. ALLOROFT, M.A. Oxon. 4s. 6d. [ Ready. 


5, The Early Principate. (See above.) 
A History of Greece. To be completed in Six Volumes :-— 


1. Early Grecian History. A Sketch of the Historic Period, and 
its Literature, to 495 B.c. By A. H. ALLOROFT, M.A. Oxon., 
and W. F. MAsom, M.A. Lond. 3s. 6d. 

“For those who require a knowledge of the period no better book could be 
recommended.” —Educational Times. 


2. History of Greece, B.C. 495-432. 
8. History of Greece, B.C, 432-404, By A. H. AuLorort, M.A. 


Oxon. 4s. 6d. [In preparation, 
4, History of Greece, B.C. 404-371. By A. H. AuLorort, M.A. 
Oxon. [in preparation. 


5. History of Greece, B.C. 371-323: The Decline of Hellas. By 
A. H. ALLCROFT, M.A, Oxon. 4s. 6d, 
6. History of Sicily, B.C. 490-289, from the Tyranny of Gelon to 
the Death of Agathocles, with a History of Literature. By 
A. H. ALLCROFT, M.A. Oxon., and W. F. Masom, M.A. Lond. 
3s, 6d. 
‘“We can bear high testimony to its merits.” —Schvolmaster, 


8 THE UNIVERSITY TUTORIAL SERIES. 


French. 


The Tutorial French Accidence. By HRNEST WEEKLEY, M.A. Lond. 


2s. 6d. [In the press. 
The Tutorial French Syntax. 2s. 6d. [In preparation. 
The Preceptors’ French Course. [Ln preparation. 

The Preceptors’ French Reader. With Vocabulary. 1s. 6d. 
[in preparation. 


French Prose Reader. Edited by 8. BARLET, B. és Sc., Examiner 
in French to the College of Preceptors, and W. F. Masom, 
M.A. Lond. With VocaBULARY. Second Hdition. 2s. 6d. 


“The book is very well adapted to the purpose for which it is intended.’”— 
Schoolmaster. 

“ Admirably chosen extracts. They are so selected as to be thoroughly interesting 
and at the same time thoroughly illustrative of all that is best in French literature.” 
—School Board Chronicle. 


Advanced French Reader: Containing passages in prose and verse 
representative of all the modern authors, Hdited by 8. BARLET, 
B. és Sc., Examiner in French to the College of Preceptors, and 
W. F. Masom, M.A. Lond, 38s, 6d. 


‘Chosen from a large range of good modern authors, the book provides excellent 
practice in ‘ Unseens.’””—The Schoolmaster. 


English history. 
The Tutorial History of England. By C. §. FEARENSIDH, M.A. 
Oxon, [In preparation. 
The Intermediate Text-Book of English History: a Longer History 


of England. By C, 8. FEARENSIDE, M.A. Oxon., and A. JOHNSON 
Evans, M.A. Camb. 


VOLUME L., to 1485. [In preparat on. 
VOLUME II., 1485 to 1603. 5s. 6d. 
VOLUME IITI., 1603 to 1714. [ Shortly. 


VoLUME IV., 1685 to 1801. 4s. 6d. 


The following periods have already been issued separately :— 
1485 to 1580. 2s. 1640 to1670. 2s. 1660 to 1714. 3s.6d. 1760 
to 1798. 2s. 


“The results of extensive reading seem to have been photographed upon a small 
plate, so that nothing of the effect of the larger scene is lost.” —Teachers’ Monthly. 

“His genealogical tables and his plans of the great battles are very well done, as 
also are the brief biographical sketches which come in an appendix at the end.”— 
Literary Opinion. 

“Tt is lively ; it is exact; the style is vigorous and has plenty of swing; the facts 
are numerous, but wel] balanced and admirably arranged.”’—Zducation. 
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English Language and Literature. 


The English Language: Its History and Structure. By W. H. Low, 
M.A. Lond. Second Edition. 8s. 6d. 


CONTENTS :—The Relation of English to other Languages— 
Survey of the Chief Changes that have taken place in the 
Language—Sources of our Vocabulary—The Alphabet and the 
Sounds of English—Grimm’s Law—Gradation and Mutation— 
Transposition, Assimilation, Addition, and Disappearance of 
Sounds in English— Introductory Remarks on Grammar—The 
Parts of Speech, etc.—Syntax—Parsing and Analysis—Metre— 
Examination Questions. 

‘A clear workmanlike history of the English language done on sound principles.” 

—Saturday Review. 


**The author deals very fully with the source and growth of the language. The 
parts of speech are dealt with historically as well as grammatically. The work is 
scholarly and accurate.” —Schoolmaster. 


“The history of the language and etymology are both well and fully treated.”— 
Teachers’ Monthly. 

* Aptly and cleverly written.” —Teachers’ Aid. 

“The arrangement of the book is devised in the manner most suited to the 
student’s convenience, and most calculated to impress his memory.”—Lyceum. 


“Tt is in the best sense a scientific treatise. There is not a superfluous sentence.” 
—Educational News. 


The Intermediate Text-Book of English Literature. By W. H. Low, 
M.A. Lond. 
VoLuME I., to 1558. 3s. 6d. [Ln preparation. 
VOLUME II., 1558 to 1660. 3s. 6d. 
VOLUME IJII., 1660 to 1798. 3s. 6d. 
Vols, Il. and III., bound together, 5s. 6d. 


The following Periods have already been issued in separate parts 
under the title of A History of English Literature :—1485 to 1580. 2s. 
1620 to 1670. 2s. 1660t01714. 3s.6d. 1714to1798. 2s. 


‘‘Really judicious in the selection of the details given.” —Saturday Review. 

“Designed on a thoroughly sound principle. Facts, dates, and representative 
quotations are plentiful. ‘Ihe critical extracts are judiciously chosen, and Mr. Low’s 
own writing is clear, effective for its purpose, and evidently the result of thorough 
knowledge and a very cousiderable ability to choose between good and bad,”— 
National Observer. 

“ Tt affords another example of the author's coi_prehensive grasp of his subject, 
combined with a true teacher's power of using such judicious condensation that the 
more salient points are brought clearly into view.” — Teachers’ Monthly. 

‘‘Mr. Low has succeeded in giving a very readable and lucid account of the 
literature of the time, and has packed an extraordinary amount of information 
into a very small compass. His book will be found very interesting and instruc- 
tive, quite apart from its value as a handbook for examination purposes.’ —Literary 
World. 

“Mr. Low’s book forms a serviceable student's digest of an important period in 
our literature.” —Schoolinaster. 
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English Classics, 


Addison.—Essays on Milton, Notes on, By W. H. Low, M.A. 2s, 


Aelfric’s Homilies, Glossary to, in order of the Text. By A. J. 
Wyatt, M.A. Lond., and H. H. JoHNson, B.A. Lond, 2s. 6d. 


Dryden,—Essay on Dramatic Poesy. Edited by W. H. Low, M.A. 
Lond. TExtand Nores. 3s. 6d. Or separately, 2s. each, 


Havelok the Dane. A Close TRANSLATION, preceded by the Addi- 
tional Notes and Corrections issued in Prof, Skeat’s New Hdition. 
By A. J. Wyart, M.A. Lond. 3s. 


Milton.—Samson Agonistes. Edited by A. J. Wyatt, M.A. Lond, 
2s. 6d. 


** A capital Introduction. The notes are excellent.”—Zducational Times. 


Milton.—Sonnets. With an Introduction to each Sonnet, and Notes, 
together with an account of the History and Construction of the 
Sonnet, and Examination Questions. By W. F. MaAsom, M.A, 
Lond. 1s. 6d. 


Saxon Chronicle, The, from 800-1001 4.D. A LRANSLATION. By 
W. H. Low, M.A. Lond. 3s, 


Shakespeare.—Henry VIII. With InrRopUcTION and NoTES by 
W. H. Low, M.A. Lond. Second Edition, 2s 


Sheridan.—The Rivals, Edited by W. H. Low, M.A. Lond. 1s. 


“A fully annotated edition... complete a 1 thoroughly workmanlike.”— 
Education 


Spenser’s Shepherd’s Calender, Notes on, with an INTRODUOTION, 
By A. J. Wyatt, M.A. Lond, 2s. 
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Mental and Moral Science. 


Ethics, Manual of. By J. S. Mackrnzin, M.A., Fellow of Trinity 
College, Cambridge, Examiner in the University of Aberdeen. 
Second Edition. 6s. 6d. 


** Tn writing this book Mr. Mackenzie has produced an earnest and striking con- 
tribution to the ethical literature of the time.’”’— Mind. 


“This excellent manual.” —International Journal of Ethics. 


““Mr. Mackenzie may be congratulated on having presented a thoroughly good 
and helpful guide to this attractive, yet elusive and difficult, subject.” —Schoolmaster. 


Tt is a most admirable student's manual.’—Teachers’ Monthly. 


‘“Mr. Mackenzie’s book is as nearly perfect as it could be. It covers the whole 
field, and for perspicuity and thoroughness leaves nothing to be desired. The pupil 
who masters it will find himself equipped with a sound grasp of the subject such as 
no one book with which we are acquainted has hitherto been equal to supplying. 
Not the least recommendation is the really interesting style of the work.’ —Literary 
World, 


“Written with lucidity and an obvious mastery of the whole bearing of the 
subject.” —Standard. 


“No one can doubt either the author's talent or his information. The ground 
of ethical science is covered by his treatment completely, sensibly, and in many 
respects brilliantly.” —Manchester Guardian. 


“For a practical aid to the student it is very admirably adapted. It is able, 
clear, and acute. The arrangement of the book is excellent.”—WNewcastle Daily 
Chronicle. 

Logic, A Manual of. By J. WELTON, M.A. Lond. 2 vols. Vol. L., 
10s. 6d. [ Vol. IZ. in preparation. 

This book embraces the entire London B.A. and B.Sc. Syllabus, 
and renders unnecessary the purchase of the numerous books hitherto 
used. The relative importance of the sections is denoted by variety 
of type, and a minimum course of reading is thus indicated. 

Vol. I. contains the whole of Deductive Logic, except Fallacies, 
which will be treated, with Inductive Fallacies, in Vol. II. 


‘A clear and compendious summary of the views of various thinkers on im- 
portant and doubtful points.” —Jowrnal of Education. 


‘A very good book . . . not likely to be superseded for a long time to come,”— 
—Educational Review. 


“Unusually complete and reliable, The arrangement of divisions and sub- 
divisions is excellent, and cannot but greatly favilitate the study of the subject by 
the diligent student. "—Schoolmaster. 


‘‘The manual may be safely recommended.” —Luucational Times. 
* Undoubtedly excellent. ’—Board Teacher. 
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Mathematics and Mechanics, 


Algebra, The Intermediate Text-Book of. [In the press. 


Astronomy, Elementary Mathematical. By C. W.C. BARLOW, M.A. 
Lond. and Camb., B.Sc. Lond., and G. H. ByRAN, M.A. Camb., 
Fellow of St. Peter’s College. Second Edition, with ANSWERS. 
8s. 6d. 


“ Probably within the limits of the volume no better description of the methods 
by which the marvellous structure of scientific astronomy has been built up could 
have been given.” —Athenewum. ’ 

‘Sure to find favour with students of astronomy.”—WNature. 

“This book supplies a distinct want. The diagrams are clear, the style of writing 
lucid, and the mathematical knowledge required but small.” —Teachers’ Monthly. 

** Completely successful.” —Literary World. 

‘‘One noticeable feature of the book is that the more important theorems are 
carefully illustrated by worked-out numerical examples, and are so well arranged 
and clearly written that the volume ought to serve as a good text-book.” —Bombay 
Advertiser. 

‘A careful examination has led to the verdict that the book is the best of its 
kind. It is accurate and well arranged, and in every respect meets the requirements 
for which it has been designed.”—Practical Teacher. 


Tt is an admirable text-book,” —School Guardian. 


Coordinate Geometry : The Right Line and Circle. By WILLIAM 
Briaes, M.A., LL.B., F.R.A.S., and G. H. Bryan, M.A. Second 
Edition. 3s. 6d. 


“Tt is thoroughly sound throughout, and indeed deals with some difficult points 
with a clearness and accuracy that has not, we believe, been surpassed.”—Education. 


“ An admirable attempt on the part of its authors to realise the position of the 
average learner, and to provide for the wants of the private student. . . . Frequent 
exercises and examination papers have been interspersed, and different sizes of type 
and intelligently drawn figures will afford great assistance in revision.” —Educational 
Times. 


‘Thoroughly practical and helpful.”— Schoolmaster. 


‘Thoroughly sound and deals clearly and accurately with difficult points.”—7he 
Indian Engineer, 


“Another of the excellent books published by the University Correspondence 
College Press. The arrangement of matter and the copious explara ions it wou'd 
be hard to surpass. It is the best book we have seen on the subject.”—Board 
Teacher. 


““The authors have had exceptional opportunities of appreciating the difficulties 
of beginners, and they have succeeded in producing a work which will be found 
especially useful.”—English Mechanic. 
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Mathematics and Mechanics —continued. 


Coordinate Geometry, Worked Examples in: A Graduated Course on 
the Right Line and Circle. 2s. 6d. 
References are made to the book-work of Coordinate Geometry. 


Dynamics, Text-Book of. By Wui.~iIAmM Brieas, M.A, LL.B. 
V.RAS., and G. H. Bryan, M.A. 2s, 


Geometry of Similar Figures and the Plane. (Euclid VI. and XI.) 
With numerous Deductions worked and unworked. 3s. 6d, 


[ Shortly. 
Hydrostatics, An Elementary Text-Book of. By WILLIAM BRIGGS, 
M.A., LL.B., F.R.A.S., and G. H. BRYAN, M.A. [Shortly. 


Mechanics and Hydrostatics, Worked Examples in: A Graduated 
Course on the London Matriculation Syllabus. 1s. 6d. 

‘‘Will prove itself a valuable aid. Not only are the worked examples well 
graded, but in many cases explanatory paragraphs give useful] hints as to processes. 
The book has our warm approbation.” —Schoolmaste. 

Mensuration and Spherical Geometry: Being Mensuration of the 
Simpler Figures and the Geometrical Properties of the Sphere. 
By WiuL14M Brices, M.A., LL.B., F.R.A.S., and T. W. EpMonp- 
son, B.A. Lond. and Camb. 3s. 6d. 


“Although intended to meet the requirements of candidates for particular 
examinations, this book may be used generally with safety. The chief feature in 
it appears to be the inclusion of proofs and of all formule presented, It is thus 
far more than a mere collection of rules and examples.”— Educational Times, 


“The book comes from the hands of experts; we can think of nothing better 
qualified to enable the student to n.aster this branch of the syllabus, and what is 
more important still, to promote a correct style in his mathematical manipulations,” 
—Schoolmaster. 


Mensuration of the Simpler Figures. By WILLIAM Briaas, M.A,, 
F.R.A.S., and T. W. EpMonpson, B.A. Lond. and Camb. 2s, 6d. 


Statics, Text-Book of. By WiLL1Am Briaas, M.A., LL.B., F.R.AS., 
and G. H. Bryan, M.A. Is. 64d. 


Trigonometry, A Text-Book of. [in preparation. 


Trigonometry, Synopsis of Elementary. Interleaved. 1s, 6d. 


«© An admirable little handbook.” —Lyceum. 
‘For its purpose no better book could be recommended.” —Hducational News. 
‘ Pithy definitions, numerous formule, and terse explanatory notes.”—School- 


master. 
“©1 he facts could hardly be better given.” —F’reeman’s Journal. 
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Sciences, 


Biology, Text-Book ot. By H. G. WELLS, B.Sc. Lond. F.C.P. 
With an INTRODUCTION by Prof. G. B. Howss, F.L.S., F.Z.S. 


Part I., Vertebrates. Second Edition. 6s. 6d. 
ParRT II., Invertebrates and Plants. 6s. 6d, 


“The Text-Book of Biology isa most useful addition to the series already issued ; 
itis well arranged, and contains the matter necessary for an elementary course of 
vertebrate zoology in a concise and logica] order.” —Journal of Education. 

“Mr. Wells’ practical experience shows itself on every page ; his descriptions are 
short, lucid, and to the point. We can confidently recommend it.”—Zducational 
Times. 

“The numerous drawings, the well-arranged tables, and the careful descriptions 
will be of the utmost value to the student.”—Schoolmaster. 

‘Mr. Wells deals with everything he ought to deal with, and touches nothing 
that he ought not to touch. For the higher forms of Modern Side we commend 
this text-book without reserve; for the special student of biology we urge its use 
with enthusiasm.’”—Educational Review. 


Analysis of a Simple Salt. With a Selection of Model Analyses, 
By WILLIAM Briaas, M.A., LL.B., F.C.8., and R. W. STEWART, 
D.Sc. Lond. Third Edition, with TABLES OF ANALYSIS (on 
linen), 2s. 6d. 

“Likely to prove a useful and trustworthy assistance to those for whom it is 
especially intended.”—Wature. 

“ Byvery help that can be given, short of oral instruction and demonstration, is 
here given ; and not only will the private student find this a welcome aid, but the 
class-master will be glad of the help furnished by Messrs. Briggs and Stewart, 
whose names are a guarantee of accurate information.”—Zducation. 

“Tts treatment of the subject in hand is very thorough, and the method is on 
sound lines.”—Schoolmaster. 

“The selection of model analyses is an excellent feature.” Educational Times. 


Elementary Qualitative Analysis. By the same Authors, 1s. 6d. 


Chemistry, Synopsis of Non-Metallic. With an Appendix on Calcuia- 
tions. By WILLIAM Briaes, M.A., LL.B., F.C.S. Interleaved. 
1s. 6d. 

“The notes are very clear, and just the thing to assist in the revision of the 
subject.” — Literary Opinion. 
** Arranged in a very clear and bandy form.”—Journul of Education. 


Heat and Light, Elementary Text-Book of. By R. W. STEWART, 
D.Sc. Lond. Second Hdition. 3s. 6d. 


This book contains 141 Diagrams. 


‘* A student of ordinary ability who works carefully through this book need not 
fear the examination.”’— The Schoolmaster. 

“Tt will be found an admirable text-book.” — Educational News. 

‘“ A well-printed and well-illustrated book. It strikes us as a trustworthy guide.” 
—Practical Teacher. 

‘“‘ A welcome addition to a useful series.” —School Guardian. — 
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Sclences—continued. 


Magnetism and Electricity, Elementary Text-Book of: Being an 
Abridgment of the Zewt-Book of Magnetism and Hlectricity, with 
143 Diagrams and numerous Questions. By R. W. STEWART. 
D.Sc. Lond. 3s. 6d. 
“Plain and intelligible. It is a capital example of what a good text-book should 
be.” —Educational News. 
“Will prove to be particularly helpful to students in general. '—Science and Art. 
**We can heartily recommend it to all who need a text-book.’ —Lycewm. 
“This is an admirable volume. ... A very good point is the number of worked- 
out examples.” — Teachers’ Monthly. 
“Leaves little to be desired.”—Educational Times. 
** Another of his excellent text-books.”—Nature. 


THE TUTORIAL PHYSICS. 


I. Sound, Text-Book of. By EH. CAYCHPOOL, B.Sc. Lond. 
(In the press. 


II. Heat, Text-Book of. With 81 Diagrams and numerous Calcula- 
tions. By R. W. STEWART, D.Sc. Lond. Second Edition. 3s. 6d, 

“Clear, concise, well arranged and well illustrated, and, as far as we have tested, 
accurate.”—Journal of Education. 

“Distinguished by accurate scientific knowledge and lucid explanations.”— 
Educational Times. 

‘“The principles of the subject are clearly set forth, and are exemplified by care- 
fully chosen examples.’ —Oxzford Magazine. 


Ill. Light, Text-Book of (uniform with the Text-Book of Heat). With 
111 Diagrams and numerous Calculations. By R. W.STHWART, 
D.Sc. Lond. Second dition. 8s, 6d. 

“The diagrams are neat and accurate, the printing excellent, and the arrange- 
ment of the matter clear and precise.”—Practical Teacher. 

“The volumes (Light and Heat) will be found well adapted for general use by those 
students who have already mastered the first principles of physics. The subjects are 
treated both mathematically and experimentally, and the most important theorems 
are illustrated by diagrams and figures.” —School Guardian. 


IV. Magnetism and Electricity, Text-Book of. With 159 Diagrams, 
By R. W. STEWART, D.Sc. Lond. Second Edition. 5s. 6d. 

“Will be found suitable for general use as an introduction to the study of 
electrical science.”—Jron. 

‘Tt is thoroughly well done.” —Schoolmaster, 

“The author has been very successful in making portions of the work not 
ordinarily regarded as elementary appear to be so by his simple exposition of them,” 
—Teuchers’ Monthly. 
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Directories, 

Matriculation Directory, with Full Answers to the Examination 
Papers. (No. XVIL. will be published during the fortnight fol- 
lowing the Examination of January 1895.) Nos. VI., VIL, IX., 
X., XL, XII, XIIL., XIV., XV., and XVI. 1s. each, vez. 

Intermediate Arts Directory, with Full Answers to the Examination 
Papers (except in Special Subjects for the Year). (Wo. VII. 
will be published during the fortnight following the Examina- 
tion of July 1895.) No. IL, 1889 (with the French Honours 
Papers) to No. VI., 1893, 1s. 6d. each, mez. 

Inter. Science and Prelim. Sci. Directory. (Wo. V. will be published 
during the fortnight following the Examination of July 1895.) 
No. I. (1890) to No. IV. (1893), 2s. 6d. each, net. 

B.A. Directory, with Full Answers to the Examination Papers 
(except in Special Subjects for the Year). No. L, 1889; IL, 
1890; III, 1891. 2s. 6d. each, net. No. EY., 1893 (with Full 
Answers to the Papers in Latin, Greek, and Pure Mathematics). 
2s. 6d. net. (Wo. V. will be vublished in November 1895.) 


The University Correspondent 
AND 
UNIVERSITY CORRESPONDENCE COLLEGE MAGAZINE. 


Issued every Saturday. Price 1d., by Post 14d.; Half-yearly 
Subscription, 3s.; Yearly Subscription, 5s. 6d. 


THE UNIVERSITY CORRESPONDENT has a wide circulation among 
Grammar and Middle Class Schools, and, as a weekly journal, offers 
an excellent medium for Advertisements of Posts VACANT AND 
WANTED ; no charge for these is made to Yearly Subscribers. 


LEADING FEATURES OF “THE UNIVERSITY CORRESPONDENT.” 
. Lortnightly Prizes of One Guinea. 

. Frequent Vigilance Prizes (One to Three Guineas), 

. Special Prizes (One to ive Guineas). 

. Hints and Answers to Students reading for London University. 
. Answers to Correspondents on all University Matters. 

Papers set at London University Huaminations, 

. Lull Solutions to Matriculation Papers. 

. Pass Lists of London University Hxaminations, 

. Calendar of London Uniwersity Events. 

10. Latest Uniwersity News. 

ll. Lest Pupers (with Answers) for London Matriculation. 

12. A Series of Articles on the Universities of the United Kingdom. 
13. Ladies’ Column. 

14. Reviews of Current Educational Literature. 

15. List of Hducational Books published during the month, 
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